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TOWN OF
BRECKENRIDGE

Town Council Work Session
Tuesday, October 24, 2023, 2:30 PM
Town Hall Council Chambers
150 Ski Hill Road
Breckenridge, Colorado

THE TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE IS HOLDING HYBRID MEETINGS. This meeting will
be held in person at Breckenridge Town Hall and will also be broadcast live over Zoom.
Login information is available in the calendar section of our website:
www.townofbreckenridge.com. If you will need special assistance in order to attend any of
the Town's public meetings, please notify the Town Clerk's Office at (970) 547-3127, at least
72 hours in advance of the meeting.

I.

I1.

I11.

Iv.

ROOT POLICY HOUSING ASSESSMENT (2:30-3:15pm)
2023 Needs Assessment Review

PLANNING COMMISSION DECISIONS (3:15-3:20pm)
Planning Commission Decisions

LEGISLATIVE REVIEW (3:20-3:40pm)
2024 Mill Levy Ordinance (First Reading)
Tax Code Update - Changing Definitions (First Reading)

2024 Budget and 2024-2028 Capital Improvement Plan Adoption and Public Hearing
(Resolution)

Resolution to Approve a Grant Application for Land and Water Conservation Funding
(Resolution)

Resolution to Approve a Grant Application for Colorado Parks and Wildlife Funding
(Resolution)

Town Manager Appointment and Contract Approval (Resolution)

MANAGERS REPORT (3:40-4:10pm)
Public Projects Update

Mobility Update

Sustainability Update

Housing and Childcare Update

Committee Reports

Financials

Human Resources Staffing Update

OTHER (4:10-4:30pm)
BTO Contract Discussion



VI

PLANNING MATTERS (4:30-6:15pm)

Block 11 Housing Work Session

Cultural Arts Visioning Plan Concept

De Novo Hearing 114 South Main Street Redevelopment
BGYV Peak 8/Gold Rush Lot Development Discussion
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TOWN OF
Memo BRECKENRIDGE
To: Breckenridge Town Council Members
From: Laurie Best, Housing Manager
Date: 10/18/2023 (for worksession 10/24/2023)
Subject: Summit County Housing Needs Assessment 2023 Findings

The Summit Combined Housing Authority contracted with Root Policy Research to provide an updated
Housing Needs Assessment. The last County-wide needs assessment was in 2020, pre-Covid and the
projections were outdated due to drastically different market conditions post-Covid. This new 2023 study
involved a significant community engagement process and considerable market analysis. It also includes
findings from employer focus groups and resident and in-commuter surveys. The updated study will serve
as a guide in terms of the quantity of units needed for sale and for rent in each of the County’s basins,
and the affordability targets that will best address the deficiencies in our communities. It also includes
considerable information on owner and renter challenges and preferences that should guide the design
and planning of future workforce housing. Staff is continuing to digest the data and we have invited Root
Policy to present the key findings at your Council worksession on October 24,

In summary, the 5 year housing needs in the Upper Blue Basin remain significant (426 rentals and 222
home ownership) at a variety of incomes. This evaluation assumes that all projects currently under
construction and/or in the 2022 Housing Blueprint pipeline (Stables Village, Trails at Berlin Placer, Alta
Verde 2, Stan Miller, Block 11, and a public works project) are constructed. The study also includes
recommendations for the addition of more workforce communities that provide a mix of ownership and
rental units, and more affirmatively market to Spanish speaking and immigrant residents. There are also
recommendations to disincentivize demolition and redevelopment (loss) of existing inventory. Housing
staff will utilize this Needs Assessment to evaluate our programs and projects to ensure we are moving
forward to effectively address the issues, preferences, and concerns that are identified. We look forward
to any questions, comments, or suggestions.



Root Policy Research
6740 E Colfax Ave, Denver, CO 80220
www.rootpolicy.com

L \ 970.880.1415

2023 Housing
Needs Assessment

PREPARED FOR: CREATED

Summit Combined Housing Authority September 2023
Summit County

Town of Breckenridge

Town of Dillon

Town of Frisco

Town of Silverthorne

www.summithousing.us
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Summit County Housing Needs Assessment

Executive Summary

I ROOT POLICY Denver, Colorado 80220
970-880-1415
\ RESEARCH hello@rootpolicy.com




Study
Background

The Summit County Housing Needs Assessment,
completed in September 2023, provides updated housing
needs for Summit County, the Summit Combined Housing
Authority (SCHA), and the Towns of Breckenridge, Dillon,
Frisco, and Silverthorne.

The HNA is comprised of five sections:

e |. Demographic and Economic Trends
e |l. Housing Inventory

e |ll. Housing Affordability and Needs

e |V. Focus Group Findings

e V. Survey Findings



Demographic and
Economic Trends




i ETRY
Demographic
Trends

Affecting
Housing
Needs

Between 2019 and 2021, Summit County’s population of permanent
residents declined by 220 people, or 1% of the population. The
county’s loss of permanent residents is likely due to workers leaving
the county for more affordable housing elsewhere, owners selling
their homes, and conversion of long term rental and ownership units
into short term rentals and second home use.

Seniors are a growing segment of the county’s population. The
strongest resident growth between 2010 and 2021 was for residents
aged 65 and older. Residents aged 45 to 64 years declined.

In 2021, the average income of households moving into the county
was $44,000 higher than those moving out of the county.

Hispanic households have a median income that is 40% lower than
non-Hispanic White households.

Since 2010, job growth has outpaced workforce growth. The county’s
main industries are largely dependent on a labor pool located outside
of the county.

10



Housing Inventory




i ETRY
Findings in

Housing
Inventory
Analysis

To keep an ample supply of housing for permanent residents, the
county must maintain an adequate ratio of housing units,
including units in vacation use, to households. In 1990, the
county had 3.2x more housing units than households; by 2021,
this had dropped to 2.5x as housing production lagged
household growth.

As of 2023, countywide, an estimated 33% of units are used as
short term rentals and 26% are used as vacation homes.

Distribution of Occupancy and Use of Housing Units, 2023

B Owner-occupied Owner-occupied [ Renter-occupied
Market Rate Deed-Restricted Market Rate
Renter-occupied ¥ vacant Units Vacant units used for
Deed-Restricted Used for STR Vacation/Seasonal

(not STR)

Summit County 5% 13% 3% 33% 26%
Breckenridge 10% 5% 57% 1%
Frisco 5% ' pI 33%
Silverthorne 8% 9% 12% 22%

Source: SCHA, Summit County, towns, Colorado State Demographer, Root Policy Research.
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i ETRY
Findings in

Housing
Inventory
Analysis

Short term rental (STR) licenses grew exponentially between
2014 and 2017 as the industry grew. As of 2023, there were
10,425 active STR listings in Summit County.

Active Short Term Rental Listings in Summit County, 2014 Q4-
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Source: AirDNA.
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i ETRY
Findings in

Housing
Inventory
Analysis

o As of third quarter 2019, there were zero rental vacancies for studios,
1-bedroom, and 2-bedroom rentals and 1.8% vacancy for 3-bedroom
rentals.

« Between 2020 and 2021, buyers who originated mortgages for
principal residences had significantly lower incomes ($103,000
median income) than second home buyers ($291,000) and
investment property buyers ($209,000).

« The homeownership rate has dropped in every town since 2012 and
is currently 68%.

Trends in Homeownership Rate, 2012 - 2021

90%

83%

=&—Summit County

—8-—Breckenridge

—o—Dillon
=8—Frisco

—e—Silverthorne

10%

0%
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Source: 5-year ACS.
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i ETRY
Findings in

Housing
Inventory
Analysis

According to the Colorado State Demographer, second home
purchases are most common among buyers between the ages of 40
and 50 years old, which Millennials will be reaching in the next 10-15
years. Demand for second homes is expected to stay strong due to
the large number of Millennials and post-Millennials in Colorado.

Altogether, approximately 2,200 new units could be developed in
Summit County in 5+ years, including affordable and market rate
units. Based on affordable housing needs projections, this production
could fulfill about 20% of ownership needs and 50% of rental needs.

An estimated 5,600 units are possible before the county reaches
estimated build out and developable land becomes very limited. The
cost and intended use of these units—e.g., seasonal, vacation,
workforce—will have a large impact on how the county is able to
accommodate demand from existing residents, new workers, and in-
commuters.

15



Housing Affordability and
Needs




Primary
Findings
from
Affordability

Analysis

Rental costs have continued to shift upward, with sharp
increases between 2019 and 2021.

e 1In 2021, 38% of rental units rented for $2,000/month or
more (v. 22% in 2019).

e In Spring 2023, 15% of renters in the county could afford
the cost of units listed for rent.

e The median rent per bedroom was $1,667 in Spring 2023,
requiring an annual income of $67,000 per year or an
equivalent full time hourly wage of $32/hour.

e The median deed-restricted rental is $1,200 per bedroom,
potentially saving a renter $450 per month or $5,500 in
rental costs annually.

11
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Rent and Utility Cost Shifts, 2000 to 2021

Rent Distribution

2000 [ 2010 [ 2019 | 2021
1,400
1,200
1,000

800

600
400

Lessthan  $500 to $800 $800 to $1,000 to $1,250 to $1,500 to $2,000 or
$500 $1,000 $1,250 $1,500 $2,000 more

Number of Rental Units




Primary
Findings
from

Affordability
Analysis

The price of a single family detached home has risen by 86%
since 2018. As of 2022, the down payment needed to buy a
single family detached home was $383,000.

Homeownership is out-of-reach for the vast maijority of renters
for all product types. Condominiums are the the most
affordable product.

« The median-valued single family detached home requires
an income of $456,183;

«  Townhome requires an income of $304,230;

o A“plex” product requires an income of $337,460;

« Aunitin a large multifamily complex requires an income
of $207,786.

Source: County Assessor Data, 2023. Calculations assume a 30-year mortgage, 7% interest rate,
20% down payment, and an additional 27% of the mortgage payment for HOA fees, utilities, and
taxes.

13

19



Countywide
Five-year

Housing
Needs:
Rental Units

The number of rental units needed to address current needs

and accommodate projected employment growth between
2023 and 2028 include:

e 588 rental units for < 60% AMI
e 464 rental units for 61-80% AMI
e 209 rental units for > 81% AMI

e 1,261 rental units total.

14
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Countywide
Five-year
Housing

Needs:

Ownership
Units

The number of ownership units needed to accommodate

current needs and projected employment growth between
2023 and 2028 include:

e 182 ownership units for 61-80% AMI

e 531 ownership units for 81-100% AMI
e 260 ownership units for 101-120% AMI
e 421 ownership units for 121-140% AMI
e 112 ownership units for > 141% AMI

e 1,506 ownership units total.

15
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Community Engagement




Community

Engagement
Process

Focus Groups

Focus groups were held with:

e Employers of a diverse set
of industries, representing
large and small businesses,
and employing ~ 2,500
workers;

e Seniors and persons with
disabilities including the
Timberline Center; and

e Spanish speaking
residents.

Resident Survey

Survey respondents
consisted of people who:

e Live and work in Summit
County;

e Commute to work outside
of the county;

e Commute to work in the
county; and

e Work seasonal jobs.

17
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Focus Groups
Findings:
Employers

17 employer participants

An estimated 10% of jobs in Summit County are unfilled.
Seasonal positions are nearly impossible to fill unless
employers provide housing.

Employers are most concerned about housing for
employees earning $60,000 to $100,000/year. If they
cannot find housing in 3 months after starting their job,
they will leave. At the 2 year mark, employees want to buy.

Employers feel that demand for housing is broader than
60-110% AMI, which is typically what funding supports.

Solutions most supported by employers include: continued
down payment assistance, more workforce and deed-
restricted developments, taxes on short term rentals, and a
county housing resource office or "one stop shopping” for
housing resources.

18
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Focus Groups
Findings:
Residents

43 resident participants

Employment is the primary reason people move to Summit
County.

Finding housing has become much more difficult in the
past 5 years, leading to overcrowding. Most residents feel
this is due to STRs.

Affordable rentals should be priced $600 to $1,000 per
person; affordable ownership units, $300,000 to $800,000.

Employer-owned housing is less desirable for some due to
the feeling that workers are monitored.

Seniors desire a mixed-income housing complex with
varying levels of care and units reserved for health care
workers.

Residents expressed frustration with bus routes (Stage
and school buses) being cut back.

19
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Resident
Survey—
profile of
English
language
respondents

74% live and work in Summit
County

9% in-commute

7% are not employed

ENGLISH HOUSING SURVEY BY THE NUMBERS

WHERE RESPONDENTS LIVE

NUMBER OF SURVEY RESPONDENTS

1,810
HOUSING STATUS

Precariously Housed I 48

HOUSEHOLD INCOME

$35,000 and under I 60

$35,001 to $75,000 - 281
$75,001 to $150,000 - 636
$151,000 and over - 448

AGE

Under 25 I 83

25t0 34 - 456

65 and over l 147

FOCUS GROUPS WITH:

'l 7 Employers representing around
5,000 workers

]3 Senior residents

Breckenridge

Dillon

Frisco

Keystone/Montezuma

Silverthorne

Unincorporated County:
Copper Mountain

Unincorporated County:
Dillon Valley

Unincorporated County:
Summit Cove

Unincorporated County:
Wildernest

Other (Outside
Summit County)

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Adult living alone

Couple, no children

Couple, with children

Single parent with
children

Family and roommates

More than one family
living together

Roommates

- 218 20

26



Resident
Survey—
profile of
Spanish
ELTET [
respondents

91% live and work in Summit
County

4% in-commute

4% are not employed

SPANISH HOUSING SURVEY BY THE NUMBERS

NUMBER OF SURVEY RESPONDENTS

474

HOUSING STATUS

Homeowner I 35

Precariously
housed

| 10

HOUSEHOLD INCOME

$35,000 and under - 136

$35,001 to $75,000 - 133
$75,001 to $150,000 . 4

$151,000 and over | 4

AGE

1
Under 25 . 45

65 and over ‘ 1

FOCUS GROUPS WITH:

30 Spanish-speaking residents

WHERE RESPONDENTS LIVE

Breckenridge - 58
Frisco . 31

Keystone/Montezuma . 41

Silverthorne - 107

Unincorporated County:
Copper Mountain 2

Unincorporated County:
Dillon Valley 73

Unincorporated County: 19
Summit Cove

Unincorporated County:
Wildernest 33
Other (Outside
Summit County) 26
HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Adult living alone I 9

Couple, no children . 36

Couple, with children - 140

Single parent with children . 42

Family and roommates . 42

More than one family . 32
living together

Roommates - 54

21
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Primary
Findi“gs from Overcrowding and Housing Condition

ReS|dent = 17% of residents live with someone sleeping on a couch or
floor. Rate is highest for Spanish speakers (47%), single
su rvey parents (34%), residents under age 25 (33%).

= 18% of residents rate their homes or apartments in fair or
poor condition.

= 37% of Spanish speaking residents worry about rent
increases or eviction if they request repairs to rental units.

= 25% of renters have asked for repairs and been refused.

22
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Primary
Findings from Housing Insecurity

= 11% of residents feel they are insecure in their housing

RESident situation.

[ ] 0, 0
su rvey 58% of renters are cost burdened and 29% are severely
cost burdened.

= 33% of owners are cost burdened and 8% are severely cost
burdened.

= 26% of renters have been displaced in the past 5 years.
Rate is highest for Spanish speakers (49%) and renters
without a lease (52%). Top reasons for displacement: sale of
rental units, conversion to STR, unaffordable rents, evictions.

23
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Most Needed
Housing
Assistance, by
income range

$35,000 and under %

Assistance to help me pay rent

29%

each month
2 Help find rental housing 28%
3 More bedrooms for my family 26%

4 Finding a home | can afford to buy 26%

Where to find landlords that take
5 ITINs, accept people without a 23%
social security number (SSN)

$75,001 to $150,000 %

1 Finding a home | can afford to buy 45%
N/A; | am ha with my housin

2 . ppy y g 30%
situation
Help witha d t and

3 elp with a down payment an 26%

closing costs to buy a home
4 Help getting a loan to buy a house 20%

5 More bedrooms for my family 13%

N

50

47

45

39

N

262

174

153

119

79

$35,001 to $75,000 %

Help getting a loan to buy a house 24%

Help find rental housing 22%

Assurance that | can stay in my
rental unit for awhile (that my

) 22%
landlord won't sell the unit or
convert it to a short term rental)
Help with a d t and
e F?WI a down payment an 220
closing costs to buy a home
$151,000 and over %
N/A; | am ha ith my housin
ppy wi y housing 55%

situation
Finding a home | can afford to buy 28%

Help with a down payment and

. 14%
closing costs to buy a home
Help with irs t h

p with repairs to my home or 1%
apartment
More bedrooms for my family 9%

1 Finding a home | can afford to buy 40% 145

87

81

79

78

N

219

114

57

45

37

24
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Interest in
Deed-
restricted
Ownership

e 45% of survey respondents who rent said they would be
“‘very interested” in buying a deed-restricted home if that
was the only path to homeownership. 39% were
“somewhat interested”

e Interest is highest among 25-34 year olds; households with
incomes between $35,000 and $70,000; and families with
children, including single parents

25
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Summit County Basins

Montezuma
Keystone

Copper Mountain

Blue River,

£

- Basins
|:| Towns

-------- Highways

|:| Reservoirs
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SECTION I.

DEMOGRAPHIC AND ECONOMIC TRENDS
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SECTION 1L
Demographic and Economic Trends

This section provides an overview of Summit County's demographic and economic
environment to set the context for the housing needs analysis. The discussion is organized
around trends in population, household characteristics, and income and workforce growth
as these relate to housing demand and housing needs.

Primary Findings

Summit County experienced rapid population growth in the 1970s and 1990s and has
experienced a much lower pace of growth since 2000. Prior periods of rapid
population growth were driven by in-migration, but since 2018, net migration in
Summit County has been negative. Between 2019 and 2021 the county lost an
estimated 220 residents, around 1% of the population. This loss is likely due to
workers leaving the county for more affordable housing and conversion of housing
units into short-term rentals and second home use by landlords and owners selling
their homes.

Between 2000 and 2010, Breckenridge added the most residents followed by
Silverthorne. After 2010, growth slowed in Breckenridge and picked up in the Town of
Dillon", Frisco, and the unincorporated areas of the county. More recently, between
2019 and 2021, all towns and unincorporated areas lost population except for
Silverthorne, which experienced a 10% population increase.

The population of those aged 65 and over has grown the fastest of all age cohorts,
particularly among those aged 65 to 74. The county added more than 2,500 residents
aged 65 and older between 2010 and 2021. Change among other age cohorts,
particularly those of key working age, has been mixed. Residents aged 25 to 34 grew
by 250, while the number of residents aged 45 to 64 declined.

Trends from Summit County migration data based on year-to-year address changes
reported on individual income tax returns filed with the IRS show that the gap
between the average adjusted gross income of inflow and outflow returns has
generally been increasing over time, indicating higher income households moving into
the county and middle income households moving out. In 2016, the average adjusted
gross income among households coming into the county was around $14,000 higher

" The Town of Dillon represents town boundaries; Dillon Valley is captured in the unincorporated county.

RooT PoLicy RESEARCH SECTION I, PAGE 1
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than the average adjusted gross income among households leaving the county; by
2021, this difference had increased to over $44,000.

Income has been shifting to higher income brackets, and the shift is much more
pronounced among renters than among owners. Today, most Summit County renters
have incomes of $75,000 to $150,000—between 80% and 160% of the HUD-defined
Area Median Income (AMI). These trends are a reflection of higher wages for renters,
lower income renters being displaced from the county due to rising rents, and renters’
challenges in transitioning to homeownership. Indeed, between 2010 and 2021, the
county’s homeownership rate declined, with the steepest decline among married
couples with children under 18.

Hispanic households have a median income approximately 40% lower than for non-
Hispanic White households, and median income growth has been slower among
Hispanic households, widening the income gap between Hispanic and non-Hispanic
White households.

Compared to surrounding counties, Summit and Eagle counties have larger
households, which is indicative of doubling-up to afford housing costs. Summit County
has the highest rate of renter overcrowding among surrounding counties at 12%. Since
2010, the share of both single person households and of larger households of 4 or
more persons that rent has increased significantly.

Overall, employment in the county increased by 33% between 2010 and 2022. This
increase was driven by an increase in the accommodation and food services; and the
arts, entertainment, and recreation industries, which combined accounted for 50% of
the growth in employment. While average wages increased across all industries, the
industries that added the most employment—accommodation and food services
along with the arts, entertainment, and recreation industries—are among the
industries with the lowest wages, below $50,000, or less than 50% AMI.

According to the Summit County Housing Survey, Spanish speaking households have a
higher concentration of workers in the accommodation and food services (40%) and
construction (53%) industries. On the other hand, English speaking households have a
greater representation in government (28%), accommodation and food services (22%),
outdoor recreation/outfitter (21%), and real estate/property management (18%)
industries. Households with workers in construction (16%); accommodation and food
services (19%); and retail (11%) industries are more likely to have a household income
of $35,000 or less (approximately 40% AMI and less) and the most likely to be renters,
at 53%, 66% and 61% respectively.

The tourism industry is growing and continues to dominate economic activity in the
county. Travel spending in Summit County increased from an estimated $687 million
in 2012 to $1.8 billion in 2021. Additionally, Summit County’s share of travel spending

RooT PoLicy RESEARCH SECTION I, PAGE 2
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became the largest among surrounding counties in 2019—surpassing Eagle County—
increasing from 35% in 2012 to 48% in 2021.

m  Theincrease in the number of jobs has outpaced the increase in the number of
workers in the county, and since 2010 the share of jobs filled by in-commuters has
risen. In 2019, over 70% of jobs in each basin were filled by in-commuters. The
county’s main industries: accommodation and food services; retail trade; and arts,
entertainment, and recreation largely depend on a labor pool located outside the
county.

Data Sources and Methodology

Data sources informing this section include the following:

m  Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS),

m  Colorado Department of Local Affairs (DOLA) State Demography Office,
m  Colorado Department of Revenue (CDOR).

m  Colorado Labor Market Information (LMI) Data,

m  Colorado Tourism Office (CTO),

= Summit County Housing Survey 2023,

m  U.S. Census American Community Survey (ACS), and

m  U.S. Internal Revenue Service (IRS) Statistics on Income (SOI).

Population Growth

According to the Colorado State Demography Office, in 2021 Summit County had a
population of 30,970 residents. As shown in Figure I-1, Summit County experienced rapid
population growth in the 1970s and 1990s and has experienced a much lower pace of
growth since 2000.

The county added the largest number of residents during the 1990s. Between 1990 and
2000, the population almost doubled, growing at an annualized rate of 7%, resulting in
growth of more than 12,000 residents. Between 2000 and 2010, population increased at a
much lower annualized growth rate of 0.9%, with growth of only 2,300 residents. The pace
of growth increased slightly between 2010 and 2020, for an annualized growth rate of 1%
and addition of 2,900 residents.

Between 2019 and 2021 it is estimated the county lost 220 residents, around 1% of the
population. In 2020 alone, the county’s population decreased by 0.04%; by comparison, the
state’s population growth rate was a higher 0.5%. The state’s population growth was the
slowest since 1989, according to the Colorado State Demographer.
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Figure I-1.
Summit County Population Estimates, 1970-2021
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Source: DOLA and Root Policy Research.

Figure I-2 shows the components of change in population, where natural increase is the
difference between the number of births and the number of deaths in a given year and net
migration is the difference between the number of people moving into the county and the
number of people moving out of the county. As shown in the figure, the periods of rapid
population growth were driven by in-migration. As expected, natural increase follows a
more stable pattern, it peaked in the 2000s after the influx of residents in the 1990s.
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Figure I-2.
Summit County Population Components of Change, 1970-2021
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Source: DOLA and Root Policy Research.

As shown in Figure -3, since 2018 net migration in Summit County has been negative and
is beginning to resemble trends in the early 2000s. Natural increase—births exceeding
deaths—has slowed down to levels experienced in the 1990s. As in the state, births
accelerated in the 2000s, after strong positive net migration in the 1990s and have slowed
down more recently.

Between 2020 and 2021, 20 of Colorado’s 64 counties reported net outmigration, including
Denver, Jefferson, Arapahoe, Boulder, and Adams. The Colorado State Demographer
reports that this is the first time these metro counties have reported net outmigration
since the early 2000s. In the state overall, net migration remained positive but significantly
slowed during 2021.
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Figure I-3.
Population Change in Summit County and Colorado, 2010-2021

Summit County Colorado
Net Pop. Net
Births Deaths Migration Change Deaths Migration  Pop. Change
1990 202 15 154 341 53,107 21,303 -12,964 18,840
1991 209 13 214 410 53,530 22,094 46,125 77,561
1992 202 31 205 376 54,545 22,428 76,805 108,922
1993 203 38 1,179 1,344 54,100 23171 84,261 115,190
1994 211 20 1,727 1918 53,787 23,829 77,077 107,035
1995 200 20 987 1,167 53,863 24,695 69,825 98,993
1996 194 36 964 1,122 54,974 25,073 61,527 91,428
1997 241 39 754 956 56,305 25,876 63,020 93,449
1998 216 30 747 933 57,736 26,293 75,102 106,545
1999 281 46 1,048 1,283 60,718 26,531 79,319 113,506
2000 275 38 2,903 3,141 63,917 26,998 85,860 122,822
2001 329 44 300 585 66,525 27934 67,137 105,728
2002 364 41 -102 221 67,778 28,833 21,251 60,196
2003 346 32 -122 192 69,012 28,950 10,313 50,375
2004 353 46 -306 1 68,452 29,025 14,300 53,727
2005 339 46 -377 -84 69,031 29,087 13,779 53,723
2006 367 50 -101 216 69,538 29,308 42,896 83,126
2007 345 42 21 324 70,777 29,653 35,000 76,124
2008 366 49 -16 301 70,733 31,048 40,469 80,154
2009 373 47 -7 319 69,135 30,487 36,267 74,915
2010 287 51 54 290 67,306 31,396 37,569 73,479
2011 308 54 -240 14 65,923 32,017 39,312 73,218
2012 309 57 46 298 64,733 32,764 39,143 71,112
2013 2438 53 280 475 64,737 33,624 45,109 76,222
2014 271 67 432 636 65,711 34,003 45,062 76,770
2015 271 69 570 772 66,339 36,244 68,844 98,939
2016 295 63 317 549 66,561 36,820 53,295 83,036
2017 279 68 105 316 65,312 37,747 42,395 69,960
2018 275 71 -242 -38 63,782 38,219 51,761 77324
2019 241 71 -75 95 62,484 38,645 34,161 58,000
2020 263 84 -388 -209 62,806 42,146 28,583 49,243
2021 251 71 -191 -11 61,976 46,499 15,074 30,551

Source: DOLA and Root Policy Research.
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Figure I-4 shows population estimates from 2000 to 2021 by town. Between 2000 and 2010,
Breckenridge added the most residents followed by Silverthorne. Between 2010 and 2019,
growth in the number of residents slowed down in Breckenridge and picked up in the
Town of Dillon, Frisco, and the unincorporated areas of the county. More recently, between
2019 and 2021 all towns and unincorporated areas lost population except for Silverthorne,
which experienced a 10% population increase during this period.

Figure I-4.
Population by Town, 2000-2021

Unincorporated

Blue River Breckenridge Dillon Frisco Montezuma Silverthorne Area
2000 695 3,076 831 2,792 42 3,489 14,784
2001 702 3,171 819 2,757 44 3,584 15,216
2002 710 3,284 821 2,744 45 3,639 15,271
2003 737 3,364 820 2,782 45 3,684 15,274
2004 737 3,390 818 2,763 48 3,716 15,235
2005 745 3,464 812 2,754 50 3,660 15,138
2006 755 3,536 816 2,762 52 3,730 15,188
2007 764 3,651 820 2,782 55 3,823 15,268
2008 773 3,753 824 2,806 58 3,881 15,369
2009 779 3,950 852 2,792 62 3,937 15,411
2010 851 4,552 906 2,694 65 3,904 15,101
2011 849 4,581 911 2,686 65 3,863 15,132
2012 855 4,695 926 2,704 66 3,835 15,303
2013 861 4,847 947 2,746 68 3,826 15,567
2014 866 5,002 969 2,795 69 3,955 15,840
2015 879 5,234 1,001 2,873 71 3,966 16,245
2016 892 5,382 1,025 2,934 72 4,013 16,500
2017 896 5,422 1,037 2,967 73 4,093 16,645
2018 891 5,437 1,034 2,922 74 4,152 16,585
2019 887 5,373 1,058 2,912 75 4,215 16,670
2020 872 5,050 1,064 2,900 74 4,431 16,590
2021 863 5,000 1,056 2,859 73 4,641 16,478
2000-2010 Change 156 1,476 75 -98 23 415 317
2010-2019 Change 36 821 152 218 10 311 1,569
2019-2021 Change -24 -373 -2 -53 -2 426 -192
2020-2021 Change -9 -50 -8 -41 -1 210 -112

Source: DOLA and Root Policy Research.
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Figure I-5 shows the population distribution across towns and in the unincorporated
county. Compared to 2000, Breckenridge has a larger share of residents and the
unincorporated county has less. Change in other areas is minimal.

Figure I-5.
Summit County Population Distribution by Town, 2000 and 2021

[l Blue River [ Breckenridge [l Dillon
B Frisco [ Montezuma B silverthorne

Il Unincorporated Area

PUDVEN3% 12% 3% 11% 0% 14%

2021 16% 3% 9% 0% 15%

Source: DOLA and Root Policy Research.

Figure 1-6 shows trends from Summit County migration data based on year-to-year address
changes reported on individual income tax returns filed with the IRS. Inflows represent the
number of new households who filed a return in the county and filed a return in a different
county the previous year and outflows are the number of households who filed a return in
a county other than Summit and had filed a return in Summit the previous year. The data
also provide the total adjusted gross income which allows the estimation of the average
adjusted gross income? for inflow and outflow returns each year.

Since 2016, the outflow of returns is similar or exceeds the inflow of returns. Additionally,
the gap between the average adjusted gross income of inflow and outflow returns has
generally been increasing over time, indicating higher income households moving into the
county and middle income households moving out. In 2016, the average adjusted gross
income among households coming into the county was around $14,000 higher than the

2 Adjusted Gross Income (AGI) is defined as gross income minus adjustments to income. Gross income includes your
wages, dividends, capital gains, business income, retirement distributions as well as other income. Adjustments to
Income include such items as Educator expenses, Student loan interest, Alimony payments or contributions to a
retirement account.
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average adjusted gross income among households leaving the county; in 2021 this
difference had increased to over $44,000.

Figure I-6.
Summit County Migration Trends

Outflow Inflow
Number of Average Adjusted Number of Average Adjusted
Tax Filing Years Returns Gross Income Returns Gross Income
2015-2016 1,763 $69,962 1,773 $84,019
2016-2017 2,286 $60,240 2,070 $71,735
2017-2018 1,892 $62,841 1,787 $103,129
2018-2019 1,808 $81,097 1,662 $92,998
2019-2020 1,923 $68,644 1,948 $131,947
2020-2021 1,996 $87,352 1,776 $132,041

Note: IRS Statistics of Income (SOI) program, and Root Policy Research.

Source: Data do not represent the full U.S. population because many individuals are not required to file an individual income tax
return. The County-to-County outflow migration files represent the migration flows from the origin state and county, in year
one, to the destination state and county, in year two. Tax returns with an Individual Taxpayer Identification Number (ITIN)
issued by the IRS are included.

In 2021 the outflow of returns with an average income below $85,000 tended to leave
Summit County for different states; within Colorado they tended to leave for Park, Larimer,
and Boulder counties. The outflow of returns with the lowest average adjusted gross
incomes—below $50,000—went to Adams and Lake counties. The inflow of returns with
the highest average adjusted gross income—above $130,000—came from other states;
within Colorado they came from Denver, El Paso, and Douglas counties.

Population and Household Composition

Age distribution. Figure I-7 shows Summit County’s population by different age
groups. Since 2010, growth in the population 65 and over has accelerated, while other age
groups have remained fairly stable, except for the population between ages 20 to 34 which
increased between 2010 and 2016 and has been declining since 2017.
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Figure I-7.
Summit County Population by Age Group, 1990-2021
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Source: DOLA and Root Policy Research.

As shown in the previous figure, the largest share of growth in the past few years has been
in the 65 and over age group, driven by the aging of Baby Boomers.

Figure I-8 shows the county’s 65 and over population across different age groups. The
largest group is composed of residents between ages 65 to 74, which increased by 1,390
residents since 2010. The number of residents between ages 75 to 84 increased more
modestly, by 971. These two groups tend to live independently while the age cohort with
the slowest growth, those aged 85 and over, which increased 227 since 2010, are more
likely to need services such as in-home care, meals, transportation, health services, and
institutional care facilities.
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Figure I-8.

Summit County Population Over 65 by Age Group, 1990-2021
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Figure 1-9 shows the population by age cohort for Summit County, surrounding counties,
and the state for 2010 and 2021. Summit and surrounding counties all experienced larger
growth in their population 65 and older, however, compared to surrounding counties,
Summit County has been able to maintain or slightly grow its population in younger
cohorts ages 44 and under. Summit County hasn't experienced the decline in residents

under 18 that most surrounding counties have experienced since 2010.
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Figure I-9.
Population and Population Change by Age Group, 2010 and 2021

Clear

Summit Creek Grand Colorado
2010 28,073 9,155 52,057 14,790 7,282 16,262 5,050,332
Under 18 4,897 1,559 12,762 2,995 1,804 3,098 1,228,042
18 to 24 years 2,727 432 4,351 1,046 706 792 489,551
25to 34 years 5,689 905 9,732 2,041 1,108 1,392 730,126
35to 44 years 4,657 1,358 9,019 2,089 1,060 2,242 701,102
45to 64 years 7,889 3,760 13,188 5,084 1,942 6,806 1,346,710
65 years and over 2,214 1,141 3,005 1,535 662 1,932 554,801
2021 30,970 9,453 55,702 15,835 7,392 17,720 5,814,672
Under 18 4,993 1,565 12,408 2,938 1,735 3,031 1,244,189
18 to 24 years 2,761 578 4,974 1,187 680 1,047 564,194
25to 34 years 5,940 901 8,872 1,707 926 1,691 863,561
35to 44 years 4,703 1,161 8,044 2,218 1,174 1,966 804,383
45 to 64 years 7,771 3,117 13,576 4,605 1,799 5,726 1,435,048
65 years and over 4,802 2,131 7,828 3,180 1,078 4,259 903,297
2010-2021 Change 2,897 298 3,645 1,045 110 1,458 764,340
Under 18 96 6 -354 -57 -69 -67 16,147
18to 24 years 34 146 623 141 -26 255 74,643
25to 34 years 251 -4 -860 -334 -182 299 133,435
35to 44 years 46 -197 -975 129 14 -276 103,281
45 to 64 years -118 -643 388 -479 -143 -1,080 88,338
65 years and over 2,588 990 4,823 1,645 416 2,327 348,496

Source: DOLA and Root Policy Research.

Figure I-10 shows the age distribution by town. Although Breckenridge has a younger
population—with 58% of residents under age 35—it has a significantly smaller share of
residents under 18 compared to Blue River, Frisco, and Montezuma. Breckenridge and
Montezuma also have a significantly lower share of residents aged 45 and older, at 20%
compared to 41% in the county overall.
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Figure I-10.
Summit County Age Distribution by Town, 2021

Summit 16% 6% 20% 17% 27% 14%
Blue River 26% 2%5% 17% 33% 17% B Under 18
Breckenridge BRIV 40% 22% 12% | 9% I 18to 24 years
B 25to 34 years
Dillon 9% 4% 20% 15% 34% 18%

[ 35to 44 years

Frisco 19% 6%1% 23% 38% 13%
B 45 to 64 years

Montezuma 30% 14% 6% 30% 17%

Silverthorne 14% 2% 11% 13% 37% 22%

Unincorporated 18% 7% 21% 15% 26% 14%

Source: ACS 5-year estimates and Root Policy Research.

Household type. Figure I-11 shows the number of households and household types
as well as their ownership rate in Summit County for 2010 and 2021. According to ACS
estimates, the number of households in the county increased by almost 800 between 2010
and 2021. Most of the growth in households was driven by growth in family households,
largely married couples without children under 18 years.

The homeownership rate decreased from 70% to 68% and the decrease in homeownership
was steepest among married couples with children under 18 while the homeownership
rate slightly increased among married couples without children. Nonfamily households
with more than one person and female householders with children also experienced an
increase in homeownership rates however, the number of owners in such categories is
small and subject to large margins of error.
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Figure I-11.
Household Type, 2010 and 2021

Total Households Percent Owners

Household Type 2010 2021 Change
Total 10,553 11,329 776 70% 68% 2%
Family households 5,852 6,564 712 80% 77% -3%
Married-couple family 4,902 5771 869 86% 82% -4%
With own children under 18years 1,919 1,966 47 89% 72% -17%
No own children under 18years 2,983 3,805 822 84% 88% 3%
Other family 950 793 -157 52% 39% -13%
Male householder, no wife present 427 179 -248 60% A% -18%
With own children under 18 years 234 148 -86 68% 44% -24%
No own children under 18years 193 31 -162 49% 29% -20%
Female householder, no husband present 523 614 91 45% 38% 7%
With own children under 18 years 276 214 -62 38% 62% 24%
No own children under 18years 247 400 153 54% 26% -28%
Nonfamily households 4,701 4,765 64 58% 57% -2%
Householder living alone 3,040 3,237 197 75% 63% -12%
Householder not living alone 1,661 1,528 -133 28% 43% 15%

Source: ACS 2010 and 2021 5-year estimates and Root Policy Research.

In the county, the most common household type is married couples without children,
making up 34% of households, followed by single person households, which account for
29% of households.
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Figure I-12.
Household Type Distribution by Town, 2021

Summit 17% 34% 7% 29% 13%
Blue River 22% 53% 5% 15% 5%
[ Married couple with children
Breckenridge L) 36% 2%  25% 22%
[ Married couple no children
Dillon LU 42% 14% 36%

0,
8% [l Other family
Frisco 31% 28% A% 26% KL’ B Householder living alone

[l Other nonfamily

Montezuma 44% 11%0% 35% 11%
Silverthorne W27 38% 19% 27% 9%
Unincorporated 19% 31% 5% 31% 14%

Source: ACS 5-year estimates and Root Policy Research.

Household size. Figure I-13 shows the average household size by tenure in Summit
County and towns for 2010 and 2021. In the county overall, the average household size
decreased among both owners and renters, with renter household size experiencing a
larger decrease. Owner average household size decreased across all towns except
Silverthorne, where it had a slight increase. Renter average household size decreased in
Blue River, Breckenridge, and the Town of Dillon, with the largest decrease experienced in
Breckenridge. Renter average household size increased in Frisco, Montezuma, and
Silverthorne with the largest increase observed in Frisco.
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Figure I-13.

Renter
Average Household
Size by Town and 2010 2021 Change 2021 Change
Tenure, 2010 and Summit County 2.42 2.40 -0.02 3.33 2.80 -0.53
2021 Blue River 2.78 2.28 -0.50 2.73 2.62 -0.11
Breckenridge 2.34 2.32 -0.02 3.51 1.88 -1.63
source: Dillon 2.14 2.01 -0.13 3.18 2.33 -0.85
ACS 2010 and 2021 5-year estimates
and Root Policy Research. Frisco 2.31 2.12 -0.19 2.55 3.27 0.72
Montezuma 3.58 2.75 -0.83 1.88 2.23 0.35
Silverthorne 2.27 2.34 0.07 3.28 3.62 0.34

As shown in Figure I-14, the distribution of households by household size in the county has
remained stable between 2010 and 2021. However, the share of single person households
and of larger households of 4 or more persons that rent has increased significantly.

Figure I-14.
Summit County Household Size by Tenure, 2010 and 2021

Total Households % Owners % Renters
Total 10,553 11,329 70% 68% 30% 32%
1-person household 3,040 3,237 75% 63% 25% 37%
2-person household 4,341 4,652 68% 79% 32% 21%
3-person household 1,443 1,573 66% 65% 34% 35%
4-person household 1,261 1,409 71% 63% 29% 37%
5-or-more person household 468 458 78% 36% 22% 64%

Source: ACS 2010 and 2021 5-year estimates and Root Policy Research.

Figure I-15 shows the household size distribution in Summit and surrounding counties.
Compared to surrounding counties, Summit and Eagle counties have larger households.
Summit County has a larger share of 3-or-more-person households (30%) than all
surrounding counties except Eagle County (40%).

RooT PoLicy RESEARCH SECTION I, PAGE 16

49



Figure I-15.
Household Size Distribution by County, 2021

[l 1-person household B 2-person household
[l 3-person household [ 4-or-more-person household
Summit 29% 41% 14% 16%
Clear Creek 36% 37% 15% 12%
Eagle 25% 35% 18% 21%
Grand 34% 42% 11% 13%
Lake 37% 35% 14% 13%
Park 21% 53% 11% 14%

Source: ACS 2021 5-year estimates and Root Policy Research.

As shown in Figure I-16, 3-person households in Summit and Eagle counties are more likely
to have 3 workers per household. Among 4-or-more-person households, Summit and Clear
Creek are more likely to have 2 or more workers per household. In Summit County 81% of
4-or-more-person households have 2 or more workers per household, lower than the 94%
in Clear Creek County but significantly higher than Eagle (72%), Grand (74%), Lake (67%),
and Park (77%).
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Figure I-16.
Distribution of Workers per Household by Size, by County, 2021

Clear

Summit Creek

1-person household 3,237 1,593 4,933 2,010 1,047 1,533
No workers 26% 47% 39% 39% 21% 53%
1 worker 74% 53% 61% 61% 79% 47%
2-person household 4,652 1,641 6,844 2,432 990 3,818
No workers 21% 26% 22% 28% 23% 37%
1 worker 29% 31% 27% 21% 24% 27%
2 workers 50% 43% 51% 51% 53% 36%
3-person household 1,573 659 3,543 662 405 822
No workers 16% 9% 2% 2% 11% 1%
1 worker 23% 16% 23% 33% 43% 41%
2 workers 36% 68% 46% 47% 31% 43%
3 workers 26% 7% 28% 19% 16% 14%
4-or-more-person household 1,867 534 4,191 737 353 996
No workers 1% 0% 3% 3% 0% 1%
1 worker 18% 6% 25% 24% 32% 22%
2 workers 58% 46% 49% 61% 45% 55%
3 or more workers 23% 48% 23% 12% 22% 22%

Source: ACS 2021 5-year estimates and Root Policy Research.

Figure I-17 illustrates the rate of overcrowding by tenure for Summit in comparison to the
surrounding counties. The rate of overcrowding is below 1% among owners in Summit
County, while Eagle County has the highest overcrowding rate at 3%. Overcrowding among
renters is considerably higher. In Summit County overcrowding among renters has
increased from 5% in 2010 to 12% in 2021, making it the highest rate among the counties.
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Figure 1-17.

Overcrowding by Tenure Owners W 2000 [ 202
and County, 2010 and ) 0.4%
Summit I !
2021 0-5%
0.4%
Clear Creek FOJ%

Note: 204
. Eagle
Overcrowding is defined as more than one 3%

occupant per room. 10
Grand ’
2%
Source:

ACS 2021 5-year estimates and Root Policy Lake
Research.
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According to the Summit County Housing Survey, 17% of respondents in the county lacked
sufficient bedrooms in their homes, indicating that someone who lives with them sleeps on
a couch/sofa bed or on the floor because there is no room in a bedroom. As shown in
Figure I-18, several respondent segments are more severely affected by lack of housing:

m  Among the jurisdictions, the Town of Dillon has the highest share of households
lacking sufficient bedrooms, at 29%.

= Almost half of Spanish speaking respondents (47%) lack sufficient rooms, they are
almost 6 times more likely to lack bedrooms than English speaking respondents
(8%).

m  The likelihood of lacking sufficient bedrooms decreases with age and income. While
only 2% of respondents age 65 and over indicated lacking bedrooms, one in three
respondents under age 25 (33%) indicated the same. Two in five respondents with
household income $35,000 and under (40%) lack bedrooms and almost one in three
respondents with household income between $35,000 and $75,000 lack bedrooms,
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compared with 2% of respondents with household income over $150,000.
Insufficient unit size and number of bedrooms is most prevalent among households
with incomes of 40% AMI and less.

m  Among tenure categories, renters without a lease are the most likely to lack
bedrooms—almost half of the renters without a lease (46%) lack bedrooms—
followed by precariously housed respondents, at 31%.

m  Athird of single parents (34%), over two out of five households with families and
roommates (44%), and almost two out of three households with more than one
family living together (63%) lack sufficient bedrooms.
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Figure 1-18.

Does anyone who regularly lives with you sleep on a couch/sofa bed or on

the floor because there is no room in a bedroom? (% Yes)

All Place
17% 29%
o 9% 14%
[ — ] [
All Breckenridge Dillon Frisco
Language Age
47%
33%
E— [ | |
English Spanish Under 25 25to 34 35to 64
Tenure
46%
o) 20%
A% I I
Owner Renter Renter with Lease  Renter without
Lease
Income
40%
27%
9%
$35,000 and $35,001 to $75,001 to $151,000 and
under $75,000 $150,000 over
Household Characteristics
63%
34% )
—— |
Couple, no Couple, with Single parent More than one Family and
children children with children family living roommates

together

Note: n=1,987.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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Race and ethnicity. Non-Hispanic White residents make up 80% of the population in
Summit County, and this share decreased from 2010 when it was 84% (Figure I-19). The
largest growth among minorities has been among the population that identifies as
Hispanic, which increased from 13% to 15%, and the population that identifies as two or
more races, which increased from 1% to 4%.

Figure I-19.
Race and Ethnicity Distribution, 2010 and 2021

B White [l Hispanic

M Asian Il Black or African American

[ Two or more races Il Other
2021 80% 15% 4%
2010 84% 13%

Note:  White refers to Non-Hispanic White and Hispanic includes Hispanics of any race.

Source: ACS 2010 and 2021 5-year estimates and Root Policy Research.

As shown in Figure 1-20, minorities are younger than the Non-Hispanic White population. As
the minority share of the population rises, younger cohorts become disproportionately
more diverse than older cohorts. In Summit County the share of the population under 18
who identified as a minority increased by ten percentage points, from 29% in 2010 to 39%
in 2021. The share of the population between ages 25 and 44 who identified as a minority
also increased significantly—from 16% to 23%—while the rest of the age groups had
smaller distributional shifts.
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Figure 1-20.
Race and Ethnicity Distribution by Age Groups, 2010 and 2021

Il White [l Hispanic [l Other

12,000 4%
2%
10,000 19%
14%
4%
8,000 30 6%
5%
6,000
5% 9%
4000 PR 84% WA 77% 91% 2%
7% 92%
1%
15% 7%
2,000 [ Saa 12% [l 89%
78% 76% 88%

2010 2021 2010 2021 2010 2021 2010 2021 2010 2021
Under 18 18-24 25-44 45-64 65+

Note:  White refers to Non-Hispanic White and Hispanic includes Hispanics of any race.

Source: ACS 2010 and 2021 5-year estimates and Root Policy Research.

Figure I-21 shows the racial/ethnic distribution by basin. As shown, Snake River Basin is
more diverse compared to the other basins, driven by the high share of the Hispanic
population, at 32%.

Figure I-21.
Race and Ethnicity Distribution by Basin, 2021

B White M Hispanic
H Asian B Black or African American
[ Two or more races Il Other
Lower Blue 84% 15%
Snake River 63% 32% 2%
Upper Blue 86% 7% 3% 4%
Ten Mile 88% 2% 10%

Note:  White refers to Non-Hispanic White and Hispanic includes Hispanics of any race.

Source: ACS 2021 5-year estimates and Root Policy Research.
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Income and Poverty Trends

In 2023, the 4-person household Area Median Income (AMI) for Summit County defined by
HUD was $128,300, up 34% from 2021 and 23% from 2022. Figure 1-22 shows AMI levels by
household size for 2021, 2022, and 2023. According to HUD data, incomes have increased
significantly in just two years. It is important to note that AMI includes owners as well as
renters; as such, and an influx of high income owners can quickly drive up AMls.

Figure 1-22.
Summit County AMI by Household Size, 2021 and 2022

30% AMI 50% AMI 60% AMI 80% AMI 100% AMI 120% AMI
2021
1 person $20,150 $33,600 $40,320 $53,700 $67,200 $80,640
2 person $23,000 $38,400 $46,080 $61,400 $76,800 $92,160
3 person $25,900 $43,200 $51,840 $69,050 $86,400 $103,680
4 person $28,750 $47,950 $57,540 $76,700 $95,900 $115,080
5 person $31,050 $51,800 $62,160 $82,850 $103,600 $124,320
6 person $35,160 $55,650 $66,780 $89,000 $111,300 $133,560
7 person $39,640 $59,500 $71,400 $95,150 $119,000 $142,800

8 person $44,120 $63,300 $75,960 $101,250 $126,600 $151,920
2022

1 person $22,000 $36,650 $43,980 $58,650 $73,300 $87,960
2 person $25,150 $41,900 $50,280 $67,000 $83,800 $100,560
3 person $28,300 $47,150 $56,580 $75,400 $94,300 $113,160
4 person $31,400 $52,350 $62,820 $83,750 $104,700 $125,640
5 person $33,950 $56,550 $67,860 $90,450 $113,100 $135,720
6 person $37,190 $60,750 $72,900 $97,150 $121,500 $145,800

7 person $41,910 $64,950 $77,940 $103,850 $129,900 $155,880
8 person $46,630 $69,150 $82,980 $110,550 $138,300 $165,960
2023

1 person $23,330 $38,800 $46,560 $62,100 $77,600 $93,120
2 person $26,600 $44,350 $53,220 $70,950 $88,700 $106,440
3 person $29,950 $49,900 $59,880 $79,800 $99,800 $119,760
4 person $33,250 $55,400 $76,980 $88,650 $128,300 $153,960
5 person $35,950 $59,850 $71,820 $95,750 $119,700 $143,640

6 person $40,280 $64,300 $77,160 $102,850 $128,600 $154,320
7 person $45,420 $68,700 $82,440 $109,950 $137,400 $164,880
8 person $50,560 $73,150 $87,780 $117,050 $146,300 $175,560

Source: HUD and Root Policy Research.
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Median income trends for different household types, based on ACS data, are displayed in
Figure 1-23. Since 2010, median income in Summit County has risen 36%, from $68,750 to
$93,505. Growth in income was particularly high among renter households, whose median
income was 63% of owners'in 2010 and 71% in 2021.

Compared to 2021 HUD AMIs in Figure |-22 above, ACS median income estimates are
higher for most household sizes except for single person households. For 2 to 4 person
households, ACS estimates are approximately $30,000 higher than HUD estimates, while
for 5 person households, ACS estimates are about $8,000 higher. However, for single
person households, ACS estimates are approximately $11,000 lower than HUD estimates.

Figure 1-23 also shows that younger households have the lowest median income and have
experienced slower income growth since 2010. Income also varies considerably by
ethnicity; Hispanic households have a median income approximately 40% lower than for
non-Hispanic White households. Additionally, median income growth has been slower
among Hispanic households, widening the income gap between Hispanic and non-Hispanic
White households.
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Figure 1-23.
Median Income, 2010 and 2021

Median Income 2010-2021 Change
Amount Percent
All Households $68,750 $93,505 $24,755 36%
By Tenure
Owner $81,148 $108,771 $27,623 34%
Renter $51,152 $77,710 $26,558 52%
By Size
1-person household $43,287 $55,758 $12,471 29%
2-person household $76,787 $108,349 $31,562 41%
3-person household $89,675 $120,339 $30,664 34%
4-person household $94,665 $125,080 $30,415 32%
5-person household $101,250 $111,750 $10,500 10%
6-person household $80,368 - -
By Age
Householder under 25 years $39,129 $43,967 $4,838 12%
Householder 25 to 44 years $68,518 $93,359 $24,841 36%
Householder 45 to 64 years $78,514 $96,474 $17,960 23%
Householder 65 years and over $71,167 $100,357 $29,190 41%
By Ethnicity
Non-Hispanic White $72,131 $98,936 $26,805 37%
Hispanic $50,574 $61,705 $11,131 22%

Source: ACS 2010 and 2021 5-year estimates and Root Policy Research.

Median household income by town is shown in Figure I-24. Blue River has the highest
median income and the Town of Dillon has the lowest. Breckenridge had the largest
percent increase in median income (119%), more than doubling between 2010 and 2021.
Most towns experienced robust income growth except for the Town of Dillon, which had
the lowest growth (6%).
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Figure 1-24.
Median Household Income by Town, 2010 and 2021

$140,500, 78% increase

$118,077, 119% increase

$108,109, 51% increase
$101,817, 27% increase

$93,505, 36% increase
Frisco, $80,102 -

Blue River, $78,750
Dillon, $76,042 -

Silverthorne, $71,691

Summit, $68,750

- $80,795, 6% increase

Breckenridge, $54,000

2010 2021

Note: Data for Montezuma are not available.

Source: ACS 5-year estimates and Root Policy Research.

Figures I-25 and I-26 show how the income distribution among owners and renters shifted
between 2010 and 2021. Both figures show a shift to higher income brackets, but the shift

is much more pronounced among renters than among owners.
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Figure 1-25.
Owner Income Distribution

[l 2010 W 2021
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$25,000 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 more

Source: ACS 2010 and 2021 5-year estimates and Root Policy Research.

In 2010, renters were more likely to have incomes of less than $75,000. Now, most Summit
County renters have incomes of $75,000 to $150,000, approximately 80% to 160% AMI.
These trends are a reflection of higher wages for renters, lower income renters being
displaced from the county, and renters’ challenges in transitioning to homeownership.

Figure 1-26.
Renter Income Distribution

H 2010 [N 2021
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Source: ACS 2010 and 2021 5-year estimates and Root Policy Research.
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Figure I-27 shows household poverty rates by household type and age of householder for
2015 and 2021. As expected given the shifts in the income distribution, household poverty
rates have decreased notably since 2015 for all household types and all age groups except
those under 25. However, the number of households in that age cohort is small and
subject to large margins of error.

Figure 1-27.

Household Poverty Rates by Household Type and Householder Age, 2015
and 2021

Percentage Point

Change

Overall Household Poverty Rate 10% 4% -6%

Household Type

Family households 6% 1% -5%
Married-couple family 4% 1% -3%
Other family 19% 4% -15%

Male householder, no spouse present 19% 1% -18%
Female householder, no spouse present 19% 5% -14%

Nonfamily households 15% 8% -6%
Male householder 10% 2% -9%
Female householder 21% 17% -4%

Householder Age

Householder under 25 years 16% 42% 26%
Householder 25 to 44 years 12% 2% -10%
Householder 45 to 64 years 10% 4% -6%
Householder 65 years and over 6% 5% -1%

Source: ACS 2015 and 2021 5-year estimates and Root Policy Research.

Overall individual poverty rates, shown in Figure I-28, have also decreased since 2015.
However, most minority groups still have a significantly higher poverty rate compared to
non-Hispanic Whites. Residents with a disability also have higher poverty rates compared
to residents without a disability, and noncitizens also have a higher poverty rate compared
to citizens. As expected, poverty rates decrease as educational attainment increases,
except for the increase in poverty among those with some college or associate's degree.
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Figure 1-28.
Individual Poverty Rates by Selected Characteristics, 2015 and 2021

Percentage Point

Change

Overall Poverty Rate 14% 7% -7%

Race/Ethnicity

Non-Hispanic White 10% 5% -5%
Black or African American alone 9% 36% 27%
American Indian and Alaska Native alone 0% 14% 14%
Asian alone 27% 0% -27%
Other/Two or more races 44% 12% -33%
Hispanic 29% 16% -13%

Educational Attainment

Less than high school graduate 14% 6% -8%
High school graduate 17% 4% -13%
Some college, associate's degree 9% 12% 3%
Bachelor's degree or higher 7% 2% -5%

Disability Status
With a Disability 21% 10% -11%
No Disability 13% 7% -7%
Citizenship Status
Not a Citizen 29% 17% -12%

Citizen 12% 6% -6%

Notes: Poverty rates by educational attainment are estimated for the population 25 years and older.

Source: ACS 2015 and 2021 5-year estimates and Root Policy Research.

Household and individual poverty rates by town are shown in Figure I-29. Montezuma and
Frisco have the highest household poverty rates, which are significantly higher than the
county's average. Between 2015 and 2021, both towns saw an increase in their household
poverty rates, while all other towns and the unincorporated area saw decreases. At the
individual level, Montezuma and the Town of Dillon have the highest poverty rates, with
both towns also experiencing an increase between 2015 and 2021, while all other towns
and the unincorporated area saw decreases. The largest decrease in both household and
individual poverty rates occurred in Silverthorne.
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Figure 1-29.
Poverty Rates by Town, 2015 and 2021

Household Poverty Rate Individual Poverty Rate
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Summit Summit
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9.2% 12.0%

Il 2021 6.6% 11.7%
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. 10.4% . 9.1%
Frisco Frisco
4.6% 9.6%
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7.7% 3.5%
) 3.7% .
Silverthorne Silverthorne 31
19.9% 20.6%
) 4.2% ) 8.8%
Unincorporated ’ Unincorporated
9.1% 13.8%

Source: ACS 5-year estimates and Root Policy Research.

Economic Trends

Following national trends, Summit County experienced a rise in unemployment during the
pandemic, with rates reaching a high of 27% (Figure 1-30). However, as of early 2022, the
unemployment rate has dropped back down to pre-pandemic levels of around 2%. The
labor force also shrank during the pandemic, but has since recovered to pre-pandemic
levels. Notably, the seasonality of the labor force has decreased since the pandemic, as
there has been a greater demand for labor during the off-peak seasons.
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Figure 1-30.

Summit County Unemployment Rate and Labor Force, January 2010 -
February 2023
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30% 30,000
25% 25,000
20% 20,000
15% 15,000
10% 10,000
5% 5,000
0% 0

© O v« «= N N M m ¥ & N 1N W O N NN 0 0 O 0 © © &« «~ N N mMm

T T T T T R TR ORNRSORSORNSORNRRNRRIRANNNAq N AN

5§32 5353532525283 53538258258232¢83235

Note:  Not seasonally adjusted.

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics Local Area Unemployment Statistics and Root Policy Research.

By all employment measures, Summit County has a high level of employment. According to
2021 ACS data, the labor force participation rate in Summit County is high, at 76.3%. This
compares to the statewide labor force participation rate of 68.5%.% The employment to
population ratio—another measure of an active labor force—is also high in Summit
County, at 73.8% compared to 64.6% statewide.* Finally, the percentage of the population
between ages 16 and 64 who worked full-time year-round was higher in Summit County

compared to the state (71.8% compared to 66.3%)—even given the seasonal nature of
work in the county.

Although the overall unemployment rate in the county is very low, 2021 ACS data on
unemployment rates for minorities show that minorities experience higher unemployment
rates. The unemployment rate for the non-Hispanic Whites was 3.4%, slightly lower than

3 The labor force participation rate is the number of people in the labor force (employed or actively looking for
employment) as a percentage of the population over 16.

4The employment to population ratio is the number of employed people relative to the total population over 16. This
ratio measures labor underutilization by accounting for persons without jobs who elect to stop actively searching for
employment, also called discouraged workers, who are not included in the unemployment rate.
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the unemployment rate for Hispanics of 3.6%, but significantly lower than the
unemployment rate for persons of two or more races of 6.2%.

Figure I-31 shows annual employment change and net migration from 1991 to 2021. The
greatest net migration and employment growth in Summit County occurred during the
1990s, and during this decade employment and population growth were closely correlated.
Net migration turned negative with the economic contractions of the dot com bust and the
Great Recession; net migration turned positive again with the employment recovery from
the Great Recession until 2018. Net out migration accelerated during the COVID Pandemic
but did not match the rate of job loss.

Figure I-31.
Summit County Net Migration and Employment Change, 1991-2021
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Note:  Employment change represents year over year change.

Source: DOLA, Bureau of Labor Statistics Local Area Unemployment Statistics, and Root Policy Research.

Figure 1-32 shows the average annual employment by industry in the county for 2010 and
2022 according to the Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages. Overall, employment
in the county increased by 33% between 2010 and 2022. This increase was driven by an
increase in the accommodation and food services; and the arts, entertainment, and
recreation industries, which combined accounted for 50% of the growth in employment.
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Figure 1-32.
Employment Growth by Industry Between 2010 and 2022

Employment Growth
Employment 2010-2022

Q3 2010 Q32022 # Change % Change

Goods Producing
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting 26 19 -7 -27%
Construction 1,075 1,399 324 30%
Manufacturing 113 357 244 216%

Service Providing
Wholesale Trade 161 157 -4 -2%
Retail Trade 2,423 2,777 354 15%
Transportation and Warehousing 226 278 52 23%
Utilities 85 88 3 4%
Information 134 134 0 0%
Finance and Insurance 272 252 -20 -7%
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 782 1,093 311 40%
Professional and Technical Services 533 891 358 67%
Management of Companies and Enterprises 54 55 1 2%
Administrative and Waste Services 723 869 146 20%
Educational Services 766 854 88 1%
Health Care and Social Assistance 849 1,211 362 43%
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 593 1,279 686 116%
Accommodation and Food Services 5,033 6,954 1,921 38%
Public Administration 1,510 1,710 200 13%
Other Services 390 643 253 65%

Total, All Industries 15,844 21,094 5,250 33%

Note: Fourth quarter data for 2022 were not available. Ski resort employment is covered in Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation.

Source: Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages, and Root Policy Research.

Figure 1-33 shows the average annual wages by industry in the County for 2010 and 2022
according to the Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages. Overall, average wages
increased by 64% between 2010 and 2022. While average wages increased across all
industries, the industries that added the most employment—accommodation and food
services along with the arts, entertainment, and recreation industries— are among the
industries with the lowest wages, below $50,000, or less than 50% AMI.
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Figure 1-33.
Wage Growth by Industry Between 2010 and 2022

Wage Growth
Average Annual Wage 2010-2022

Q32010 Q3 2022 $ Change % Change

Goods Producing
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting $13,520 $44,928 $31,408 232%
Construction $43,628 $83,096 $39,468 90%
Manufacturing $28,860 $50,960 $22,100 77%

Service Providing
Wholesale Trade $73,216 $167,596 $94,380 129%
Retail Trade $27,040 $46,176 $19,136 71%
Transportation and Warehousing $43,160 $59,956 $16,796 39%
Utilities $79,300 $113,152 $33,852 43%
Information $51,012 $84,396 $33,384 65%
Finance and Insurance $53,612 $96,148 $42,536 79%
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing $35,308 $64,636 $29,328 83%
Professional and Technical Services $56,056 $93,600 $37,544 67%
Management of Companies and Enterprises $73,528 $159,952 $86,424 118%
Administrative and Waste Services $32,968 $49,608 $16,640 50%
Educational Services $37,960 $55,380 $17,420 46%
Health Care and Social Assistance $51,116 $67,496 $16,380 32%
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation $27,924 $45,500 $17,576 63%
Accommodation and Food Services $25,688 $43,368 $17,680 69%
Public Administration $43,472 $68,692 $25,220 58%
Other Services $28,392 $50,180 $21,788 77%

Total, All Industries $34,840 $57,044 $22,204 64%

Note: Estimated from average weekly wage data. Fourth quarter data for 2022 were not available.

Source: Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages, and Root Policy Research.

Figure 1-34 shows the various industries that employ workers in households according to
the Summit County Housing Survey. The data indicates that:

m  Spanish speaking households have a higher concentration of workers in the
accommodation and food services (40%) and construction (53%) industries.
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= Onthe other hand, English speaking households have a greater representation in
government (28%), accommodation and food services (22%), outdoor
recreation/outfitter (21%), and real estate/property management (18%) industries.

Figure 1-34.
What types of business(es) do the adults in your household work for?

English Survey Spanish Survey

Industry \ %

Banking/finance/insurance 53 4% 1 0%
Construction 191 13% 135 40%
Mining and Natural Resources 16 1% 0 0%
Outdoor recreation/outfitter 298 21% 2 1%
Accommodation and food services 322 22% 178 53%
Retail 137 10% 21 6%
Education (PreK-12, college) 129 9% 14 4%
Health care 153 11% 13 4%
Local/state government 406 28% 8 2%
Manufacturing 11 1% 1 0%
Real estate/property management 255 18% 0 0%
Transportation and warehousing 63 4% 3 1%
Professional services (legal, accounting, etc.) 150 10% 2 1%

Note:  N=1,434. Numbers and percentages do not add up to the total because multiple responses were allowed from respondents.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.

Figure 1-35 shows the income distribution, tenure, and commute time by industry
according to the Summit County Housing Survey.

m  Households with workers in construction (16%); accommodation and food services
(19%); and retail (11%) industries are more likely to have a household income of
$35,000 or less (approximately 40% AMI) and the most likely to be renters, at 53%,
66% and 61% respectively.

= Households with workers in the government and in the outdoor recreation/outfitter
industries are more likely to have incomes in the $75,000 to $150,000 range (52%
and 55% respectively), or 80% to 160% AMI. Households with workers in the
government sector have a homeownership rate of 62%, compared to 45% among
workers in the outdoor recreation/outfitter industries.

m  Households with workers in the real estate/property management industry are most
likely to have income over $150,000 (more than 160% AMI), at 53%, and the highest
ownership rate, at 69%.

m  For commutes, households with workers in the transportation and warehousing,
and real estate/property management industries have a higher chance of having a
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commute of 20 minutes or less, at 76% and 73% respectively. In contrast,
households with workers in the construction and professional services industries
are more likely to have a commute of over an hour, at 12% and 10%, respectively.
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Figure 1-35.
Income, Tenure, and Commute Time by Employment Industry

Income Distribution Tenure Commute Time
$35,000 $35,001to $75,001to $150,001 Oto 20 20to 60 More than
Industry and under $75,000  $150,000 andover | Renter Owner in. min. 60 min.
Banking/finance/insurance 4% 18% 37% 41% 43% 57% 67% 29% 4%
Construction 16% 31% 34% 20% 53% 41% 47% 42% 12%
Outdoor rec/outfitter 5% 20% 55% 20% 48% 45% 60% 35% 5%
Accommodation and food
. 19% 28% 36% 18% 66% 26% 55% 38% 7%
services
Retail 11% 31% 39% 19% 61% 32% 59% 33% 7%
Education 3% 22% 46% 29% 42% 55% 62% 34% 4%
Health care 1% 18% 38% 43% 42% 55% 62% 32% 6%
Local/state government 1% 13% 52% 34% 31% 62% 61% 30% 8%
Real estate/property
0% 9% 38% 53% 26% 69% 73% 22% 5%
management
Transportation and
. 0% 31% 56% 13% 42% 48% 76% 19% 5%
warehousing
Professional services 0% 17% 40% 43% 33% 64% 67% 23% 10%

Note:  N=1,434. The commute time was asked of up to three workers per household, the results shown are for the first worker.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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Work from home trends. Work from home trends according to ACS data are
shown in Figure I-36. The number of remote workers living in Summit County began an
upward trend in 2018 and remote workers now represent close to 16% of workers in the
county.

Figure I-36.
Number and
Percent of Total
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Tourism industry. The tourism industry is growing and continues to dominate
economic activity in the county. Figure 1-37 shows the distribution of direct travel spending
by county according to the Colorado Tourism Office. Travel spending in Summit County
increased from an estimated $687 million in 2012 to $1.8 billion in 2021. Additionally,
Summit County's share of travel spending became the largest among surrounding counties
in 2019—surpassing Eagle County— increasing from 35% in 2012 to 48% in 2021.
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Figure 1-37.
Direct Travel Spending in Summit and Surrounding Counties
[l Summit [l Eagle | Grand |l Lake [ Clear Creek |[M Park
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Note:  Direct travel spending is purchases by travelers during their trip, including lodging taxes and other applicable local and state
taxes, paid by the traveler at the point of sale.

Source: The Economic Impact of Travel in Colorado, prepared by Dean Runyan Associates for the Colorado Tourism Office.

The jobs distribution by industry in each basin is displayed in Figure 1-38. The share of jobs
in the accommodation and food services industry is the highest in the Snake River (53%)
and Ten Mile (47%) basins. The Lower Blue basin has a higher share of jobs in the retail
trade industry (21%) and the Upper Blue basin has a higher share of jobs in the arts,
entertainment and recreation industry.
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Figure 1-38.
Job Distribution by Basin, 2019
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Commuting patterns and transportation. Figure I-39 compares the number
of resident workers in Summit County with the number of primary jobs in the county by
industry. As shown in the figure, the county’s main industries: accommodation and food
services; retail trade; and arts, entertainment, and recreation largely depend on a labor
pool located outside the county.

Figure 1-39.
Primary Jobs in Summit County v. Primary Jobs of Summit County
Residents, 2019
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Source: LEHD and Root Policy Research.

As shown in Figure 1-40 the increase in the number of jobs has outpaced the increase in the
number of workers in the county leading to an increase in the share of jobs filled by in-
commuters in the county since 2010.
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Within the county, commuting is very high across basins and this has been the case since
2010. In 2019, More than 70% of jobs /n each basin were filled by in-commuters, as shown
in the last column of Figure I-41. This is expected given that the county, not the towns or
basins, comprise the labor market area—which is an economically integrated area within
which individuals can reside and find employment within a reasonable distance or can
readily change jobs without changing their place of residence.

Figure 1-40.
Number of Jobs and Workers by Basin, 2010, 2015, and 2019

% of Jobs
% of County % of County Filled by
Workers Jobs Workers In-Commuters
2010 15,645 15,008 100% 100% 45%
Summit
2015 19,127 11,503 100% 100% 64%
County
2019 22,086 13,805 100% 100% 62%
2010 2,712 3,373 17% 22% 79%
Lower Blue
. 2015 2,473 2,221 13% 19% 87%
Basin
2019 2,894 2,802 13% 20% 86%
2010 3,422 5,383 22% 36% 68%
Snake River
. 2015 4,644 3,817 24% 33% 82%
Basin
2019 5,343 4,489 24% 33% 77%
2010 6,439 4,753 41% 32% 60%
Upper Blue
. 2015 7,451 3,986 39% 35% 74%
Basin
2019 8,666 4,819 39% 35% 73%
2010 3,072 1,499 20% 10% 90%
Ten Mile
. 2015 4,559 1,479 24% 13% 89%
Basin
2019 5,183 1,695 23% 12% 88%

Note: LEHD data show the location of the job and place of residence of workers but does not account for remote work patterns.

Source: LEHD and Root Policy Research.

Figure I-41 shows the number of jobs in Summit County that are filled by the top 10
counties of origin in 2019. Combined, these counties accounted for 35% of all jobs in
Summit County.
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Figure I-41.
Number of Jobs By

Percent of all

Jobs in Summit

Worker County of County
Origin, 2019
Top 10 Counties: 7,810 35%
Note: o
LEHD data show the location of the job Jefferson County 1,400 6%
and place of residence of workers but Eagle Count 087 4%
does not account for remote work g Y
patterns. Denver County 968 4%
Source: Lake County 938 4%
LEHD and Root Policy Research. Arapahoe County 685 3%
El Paso County 676 3%
Boulder County 572 3%
Park County 555 3%
Adams County 535 2%
Douglas County 494 2%

Figure 1-42 shows the distribution of number of vehicles available by household size. As
expected, larger households are more likely to have a higher number of vehicles. In the
County overall, 76% of households have 2 or fewer vehicles.

Figure 1-42.
Household Size by Vehicles Available, 2021

Total i/ 28% 45% 18% 6%
1-person household &% 62% 24% 6% 29
3-person household  EEZRRELT 45% 33% 9%
4-or-more-person household 12% 43% 33% 12%
[ No Vehicle Available [ 1 Vehicle Available
[ 2 Vehicles Available [l 3 Vehicles Available

Source: ACS 2021 5-year estimates and Root Policy Research.

As shown in Figure 1-43, the county currently has a total of 22,000 vehicles for permanent
residents. On average, owner households have 2.1 vehicles while renter households have
1.8 vehicles. Out of all the owner households, around 5,650 have 2 vehicles or less, while
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around 2,100 have 3 vehicles or more. For renter households, around 2,900 have 2 vehicles
or less, while around 670 have 3 vehicles or more.

Figure 1-43.
Tenure by Vehicles
Available, 2021

Source:

ACS 2021 5-year estimates and Root
Policy Research.

Estimated

Number of Number of
Households Vehicles
Total: 11,329 22,581
Owner occupied: 7,756 16,304
No vehicle available 87 0
1 vehicle available 1,883 1,883
2 vehicles available 3,683 7,366
3vehicles available 1,543 4,629
4 vehicles available 374 1,496
5 or more vehicles available 186 930
Renter occupied: 3,573 6,277
No vehicle available 204 0
1 vehicle available 1,307 1,307
2 vehicles available 1,396 2,792
3vehicles available 548 1,644
4 vehicles available 56 224
5 or more vehicles available 62 310

Figure I-44 maps the number of vehicles used in commuting in each census tract. The
highest number of vehicles used for commuting is in Silverthorne, followed by the census
tracts along the Frisco and Breckenridge corridor.
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Figure I-44.
Aggregate Number of Vehicles Used in Commuting by Workers

'

D Summit County Boundary
_ | Lessthan 500
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Note: Data are for workers 16 and over.

Source: ACS 2021 5-year estimates and Root Policy Research.
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SECTION Il
Housing Inventory

This section discusses housing development in Summit County. The section addresses the
questions of:

What type of housing has been developed?

Who occupies housing stock—permanent residents or vacationers—and how has that
changed?

What are the characteristics of the county’s housing stock—type, age, size, location,
tenure, vacancies, workforce targeting?

How many units are rented long-term (at least 6 months) and what are the characteristics
and location of those units?

How many housing units—at what price points and target occupancy, if known—are
projected?

Primary Findings

Housing development in Summit County has historically struggled to keep pace with
demand from second and vacation owners, workers, retirees, and investors. This was
true even during the 1990s and early 2000s when Summit County’s residential
development activity was relatively high, and the mismatch between housing unit
production and demand for units has worsened since then. Keeping up with demand
is more challenging in Summit County than in urban markets due to a short building
season, limited developable land, and very high building costs.

To keep an ample supply of housing for permanent residents, the county must
maintain an adequate ratio of housing units (including vacant units) to households. In
1990, the county had 3.2x more housing units than permanent resident households.
This has dropped to 2.5x as of 2021, as development failed to keep up with demand.
Countywide, about 29% of housing units are occupied by workforce.

The composition of the towns’ and county’s housing stock has changed slightly since
1990 as single family detached homes have become a smaller proportion of the
overall housing stock. In numbers, however, more single family detached homes were
built than any other housing type. As of 2021, single family detached homes made up
36% of the county’s housing stock. Large multifamily complexes made up 28% of the
housing stock; small multifamily complexes made up 17%; and attached homes and
“plexes” made up 19%.
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m  According to the Colorado Division of Housing's bi-annual survey of multifamily
rentals, as of third quarter 2019, there were zero rental vacancies for studios, 1-
bedroom, and 2-bedroom units, and a 1.8% vacancy rate for 3-bedroom units,
excluding short-term rentals. Property management company Corum Real Estate,
which manages many multifamily complexes in the county with affordable long-term
rentals, reports that annual unit turnover is minimal and units that do become
available are quickly filled by the large number of households on wait lists. There are
more than 800 households on wait lists for those complexes.'

m  The homeownership rate has dropped in every town since 2012, while increasing in
the unincorporated county, and is currently 68%. Silverthorne’s homeownership rate
has declined and fluctuated the most of any areas, affected by investor purchases and
deed-restricted units coming online.

m  The effect of the pandemic on property value increases is evident in value changes in
mortgage loans between 2020 and 2021: two-thirds of the value increase for second
residences occurred between 2020 and 2021. Buyers who originated mortgages for
principal residences have significantly lower incomes ($103,000 median income) than
second home buyers ($291,000) and investment property buyers ($209,000).

m  Demand for second and vacation home ownership is likely to continue to be strong
even as population growth slows in Colorado. According to the Colorado State
Demographer?, second home purchases are most common among buyers between
the ages of 40 and 50 years old, which the large age cohort of Millennials will be
reaching in the next 10-15 years. Despite high first home costs, demand for second
homes is expected to stay strong due to the large number of Millennials and post-
Millennials in the state.

m  Workforce housing initiatives have long been in place in Summit County and its towns,
and many have established affordable and permanent resident housing goals. In
addition, major employers have internal goals for provision of housing, and these
employers often partner to share available units. The ski resorts typically have focused
on securing beds for seasonal workers, either through direct ownership of
developments or partnerships with independent owners. Permanent, middle-level
workers have secured housing through the affordable or private market in the past,
and employers are less likely to provide dedicated housing. That is shifting, however,
as the rental market for middle-level workers has tightened. Employers have begun to

"itis unknown how many households on waitlists are duplicated; the unduplicated number is likely to be much lower.
At the complex level, waitlists average 200 households.

2 Colorado American Planning Association (APA) workshop, October 21, 2021.
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master lease units for these workers and/or initiated plans to own and operate rental
housing.

Approximately 20% of occupied unitsin the county are dedicated affordable for use by
workforce and permanent residents. These units include more than 1,500 units of
owner-occupied units, 1,000 affordable rentals, and about 1,800 employer master
leased units and seasonal beds. As a share of a// housing units—not just occupied
units—the share is much smaller: 5% of the entire county’s entire housing stock is
comprised of deed-restricted ownership units and another 3% is comprised of
affordable rentals, for a total of 8% of the county’s housing units that are dedicated for
workforce and/or affordable.

Planned affordable and deed-restricted developments total 239 ownership units, 762
rental units, and 39 beds for seasonal workers. Altogether, approximately 2,200 new
units could become available in Summit County in 5+ years, including affordable and
market rate units. Based on the needs estimates in Section Ill, the known affordable
units will fulfill about 20% of ownership needs and 50% of rental needs. This excludes
the Lake Hill development, which could add 400-500 units.

Planned market rate units total 570 ownership units and 152 rental units. An
estimated 5,600 units are possible before the county reaches estimated build out and
developable land become very limited. The cost and intended use of these units—e.g.,
seasonal, vacation, workforce—will have a large impact on how the county is able to
accommodate demand from existing residents, new workers, and in-commuters.

Data Sources and Methodology

This section utilizes data provided by Summit County and the towns within the county; the
Colorado State Demographer; the County Assessor; the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act;
and the U.S. Census. Data are aggregated and analyzed to provide a holistic picture of the
county’s housing stock, including future housing stock based on planned development.

This section frequently uses the terms “population” and “households.” It is important to
note that:

“Population” is the same as what some jurisdictions call the “permanent resident
population.” These are people who spend the majority of their time in Summit County
and may be workers or retirees or both.

“Households” are formed and occupied by permanent residents. The term “household”
does not include people occupying units primarily for vacation or seasonal use.
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Housing Development Trends

This section details trends in building permits by unit type in the context of population and
household growth.

Residential building permits. Residential development activity in Summit County,
as indicated by building permit activity, has steadily increased since hitting a low of 78
permits in 2009.

In 2022, 400 building permits were issued. This followed trends of 401 building permits
issued in 2019, 313 in 2020, and 407 in 2021. Between 2010 and 2022, an average of 311
permits were issued annually, with the most permits issued in 2018 (643 permits). Permit
issuances have steadily increased since 2010.

Residential permitting volume was much higher during the 1990s. Between 1990 and 1999,
an average of 684 permits were issued annually, with the largest number of permits—1,270
permit— issued in 1996. Permitting trends in the 1980s, in contrast, were more volatile,
reaching a high of 1,296 permits in 1980 and dropping off after 1982.

Fluctuations in permitting are driven by multifamily permit activity, which have been much
lower in recent decades than in the past. Permitting of single family detached homes is
much more consistent, dropping only during economic downturns.

Figure II-1.
Building Permits by Units in Structure, Summit County, 1980-2022
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Source: U.S. Census Building Permits Survey and Root Policy Research.
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Except for in the early 1980s and late 1990s and in 2018, the majority of building permits
issued in Summit County are for single family detached homes. The share of permits for
single family detached homes has been on a slightly declining trend, as shown in Figure II-
2, but is still higher than in the 1990s and 1980s. On average, between 2010 and 2022, 73%
percent of permits issued were for single family detached homes, compared to 60% in the
1990s and 46% in the 1980s. In 2022, 64% of permits issued were for single family

detached homes.

Permits for duplexes, triplexes, and fourplexes have made up fewer than 10% of permits
historically, and less than 5% in recent years. Permits for 5+ unit multifamily complexes
have made up between one-fifth and one-third of permits historically.

Figure II-2.

Building Permit Trends, Single Family, Du-/Four-plex, Multifamily, Summit

County, 1980 - 2022
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Building permits issued by towns and for the unincorporated area are shown in the
following graphics. The Town of Dillon’s® permits are now included in Summit County'’s

numbers.

3 The Town of Dillon represents town boundaries; Dillon Valley is captured in the unincorporated county.
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Figure II-3.

Building Permits by Units in Structure, Town and Unincorporated County, 1980-2022
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Housing unit growth compared to population growth. As Figure 1I-4
shows, the rate of housing unit growth has consistently lagged population and household
growth in the county, even during the 1990s when development volume was the highest.

Between 1990 and 2000, Summit County’s permanent population increased by 83%;

households grew by 92%; and housing units grew by 61%. At the start of the decade,
Summit County had 3.2x the number of housing units than households. By 2000, this
ratio had dropped to 2.7x, because housing development failed to keep up with both
household and second home demand.

Growth patterns shifted in the 2000s, partially related to the Great Recession. The
population and household growth rates were still strong but much lower than the
rates of the 1990s. Permanent population grew by 19%, households grew by 16%, and
housing units grew by 9%.

Between 2010 and 2021, permanent population growth and housing unit growth
continued to slow. The permanent population grew by 11% and housing units grew by
6%.

The 1990s saw large growth in vacant housing units (47% increase in vacant units),
reacting to demand from new residents moving into Colorado during the 1990s. Since
then, vacant unit growth has been between 4% to 5% per decade. By 2021, Summit
County had nearly 19,000 vacant units.

Between 2019 and 2021, the county’'s permanent resident population declined by 220
(a 1 percentage point decrease). Housing units increased by 616, and vacant housing
units increased by 732. Population loss coupled with an increase in vacant units is
indicative of units converting into seasonal and vacation use and displacing
permanent residents. Indeed, 26% of respondents to a survey conducted for this study
report being displaced in the past 5 years, with the primary reasons being “owner sold
the unit,” followed by “rent increased,” and “owner turned the unit into a short-term
rental.”
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Figure lI-4.
Population and Household Growth v. Housing Unit and Vacant Unit Growth, Summit County, 1990-2000, 2000-
2010, 2010-2021, and 2019-2021

1990-2000 2000-2010 2010-2021 2019-2021
# #
1990 2000 2010 2019 2021 Change Change| Change Change| Change Change|Change Change
Population 12,881 23,548 27994 31,190 30,970 10,667 83% 4,446 19% 15,113 11% -220 -1%
Households 5295 10,169 11,787 13,000 12,884 4,874 92% 1,618 16% 6,492 9% -116 -1%
Housing Units 17,097 27457 29861 31,123 31,739 10,360 61% 2,404 9% 1,878 6% 616 2%
Units/Households Ratio 3.2 2.7 2.5 2.4 2.5
Vacant Housing Units 11,796 17,288 18,074 18,123 18,855 5,492 47% 786 5% 6,278 4% 732 4%

Source: Summit County, and DOLA.

In contrast to Summit County, in Colorado overall, housing unit and household growth appears to be growing more balanced as
residential development has bounced back after the Great Recession. The Colorado State Demographer reports that housing units
increased by 42,000 in 2021 and approximately 50,000 in 2022, while household growth slowed.
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Housing Characteristics

This section provides an overview of housing type and unit characteristics, including
housing type and condition and the location of housing occupied by permanent residents
and workers.

Unit type. The State Demographer estimates that there were 31,739 housing units in
Summit County as of 2021. County assessor data report slightly fewer, 30,320 residential
records.

The composition of the towns’ and county’s housing stock has changed since 1990, with a
shift in attached homes and large multifamily complexes. Specifically,

m  Single family detached homes have become a smaller share of the overall housing
stock in all communities except for Silverthorne. In terms of numbers of units,
however, more single family detached homes have been built than any other housing
type. The county added more than 9,000 single family detached homes between 1990
and 2021. As of 2021, single family detached homes made up 36% of the county’s
housing stock.

m  Growth was also strong for large (20+ unit) multifamily complexes (7,000+ new units
between 1990 and 2021). As of 2021, units in large multifamily complexes made up
28% of the county’s housing stock. Units in small multifamily complexes made up 17%.

m  The weakest growth has been for duplexes, triplexes, and fourplexes: 1,595 units were
added between 1990 and 2021. These units make up 6% of the county’s overall
housing stock. Attached homes—townhomes, rowhomes—make up 13%.

m By town,

» Breckenridge has seen the largest shift away from single family detached
homes toward attached homes and large multifamily complexes.

» The Town of Dillon’s share of single family detached and large multifamily
complexes has decreased, while the share of attached homes rose
significantly.

» Frisco's share of single family homes deceased and large multifamily units
increased.

» Silverthorne lost mobile home housing, which represented 14% of units in
1990 and is now at less than 1% and increased its shares of both single
family detached and attached homes significantly.

It should be noted that these data may slightly underestimate “large multifamily”
developments if they are comprised of multiple buildings with each containing fewer than
20 units per building.
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Figure II-5. Housing Unit Type and Change, 1990, 2000, 2010, and 2021

# Change
Breckenridge 2000 2010 2021 1990-2021
Single Family Detached 337 1,224 1,992 1,662 1,325
Single Family Attached 49 334 150 1,036 987
Duplexes, Triplexes, Fourplexes 70 426 671 280 210
Small Multifamily (5-20 units) 166 1,207 1,446 1,467 1,301
Large Multifamily (20+ units) 299 1,866 2,664 2,993 2,694
Mobile homes 21 171 70 0 -21
Total 942 5,228 6,993 7,438
# Change
Dillon 1990-2021
Single Family Detached 49 362 286 168 119
Single Family Attached 7 83 177 226 219
Duplexes, Triplexes, Fourplexes 14 50 98 92 78
Small Multifamily (5-20 units) 64 343 343 318 254
Large Multifamily (20+ units) 134 454 755 450 316
Mobile homes 0 7 4 0 0
Total 269 1,298 1,663 1,254
# Change
Frisco 1990-2021
Single Family Detached 177 625 775 778 601
Single Family Attached 155 632 550 726 571
Duplexes, Triplexes, Fourplexes 91 443 529 485 394
Small Multifamily (5-20 units) 133 622 845 777 644
Large Multifamily (20+ units) 102 468 390 771 669
Mobile homes 10 11 0 0 -10
Total 669 2,803 3,089 3,537
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M Single Family Attached
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% B Small Multifamily (5-20 units)
40%
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# Change

Silverthorne 1990-2021
Single Family Detached 342 923 1,200 1,448 1,106
Single Family Attached 96 341 446 652 556
Duplexes, Triplexes, Fourplexes 56 141 182 125 69
Small Multifamily (5-20 units) 91 246 246 357 266
Large Multifamily (20+ units) 3 22 63 0 -3
Mobile homes 104 45 37 0 -104
Total 692 1,717 2,174 2,582
# Change
Summit County 1990-2021
Single Family Detached 1,974 6,930 9,252 11,091 9,117
Single Family Attached 443 2,440 2,518 4,007 3,564
Duplexes, Triplexes, Fourplexes 414 1,877 2,914 2,009 1,595
Small Multifamily (5-20 units) 1,064 5,265 5,538 5,230 4,166
Large Multifamily (20+ units) 1,031 7,092 8,801 8,671 7,640
Mobile homes 286 567 556 162 -124
Total 5,213 24,171 29,579 31,170

Source: 1990, 2000, 2010 Decennial Census and 2017-2021 ACS.
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Infrastructure, size, parking. County assessor data provide details on housing unit
condition including connection to public water and sewer systems v. septic, type of utilities
used, year built, size, and availability of garage or on-site parking. Those variables were
analyzed to identify differences in housing condition by jurisdiction and basin.

Public water and sewer v. septic. Figure II-6 shows, by unit type, the share of units
that are connected to a public sewer system, use septic, or use other types of disposal
systems; Figure 1l-7 shows water connections.

The vast majority of housing in the county is connected to public systems. Septic and well
water use are most common in the unincorporated areas of the county, yet these areas
have the most land for residential build-out. As such, meeting housing demand will be
dependent on adequate funding for public infrastructure expansion the unincorporated
area.
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Figure II-6.
Sewer System,
Town and
Balance of
County, and
Basin, 2023

Source:

Summit County Assessor.
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0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
N/A
N/A
0%
N/A
0%
0%
0%

Unknown or Other

0%
0%
0%
0%
1%
1%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
60%
0%
55%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
N/A
N/A
0%
N/A
0%
0%
0%
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Figure II-7.
Water System,
Town and
Balance of
County, and
Basin, 2023

Source:

Summit County
Assessor.

Single Family Detached
Breckenridge
Dillon
Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue
Snake River
Upper Blue
Ten Mile

Townhome
Breckenridge
Dillon
Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue
Snake River
Upper Blue
Ten Mile

Du- to Sixplex
Breckenridge
Dillon
Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue
Snake River
Upper Blue
Ten Mile

Small Multifamily
Breckenridge
Dillon
Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue
Snake River
Upper Blue
Ten Mile

Large Multifamily
Breckenridge
Dillon
Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue
Snake River
Upper Blue
Ten Mile

Manufactured/Mobile
Breckenridge
Dillon
Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue
Snake River
Upper Blue
Ten Mile

Public System

100%
100%
100%
100%
52%
74%
93%
59%
75%

100%
100%
100%
100%

99%
100%
100%

98%
100%

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

99%
100%

100%
100%
100%
100%

40%
100%

45%
100%
100%

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

99%
100%

100%
100%
100%
100%
83%
N/A
99%
60%
0%

Private System

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
7%
N/A
0%
16%
0%

Well, Unknown, or Other

0%
0%
0%
0%
48%
26%
7%
41%
25%

0%
0%
0%
0%
1%
0%
0%
2%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
1%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
60%
0%
55%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
1%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
11%
N/A
1%
24%
100%
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Utilities. Electric systems combined with natural gas are used in nearly all housing units in
the towns and the majority of units in the county and basins. Solar is not used and only gas
or propane is utilized for manufactured or mobile homes in the unincorporated county.
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Figure I1-8.
Utilities
Connections,
Town and Balance
of County, and
Basin, 2023

Source:

Summit County Assessor.

Electric

Single Family Detached

Breckenridge
Dillon
Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue
Snake River
Upper Blue
Ten Mile
Townhome
Breckenridge
Dillon
Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue
Snake River
Upper Blue
Ten Mile
Du- to Sixplex
Breckenridge
Dillon
Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue
Snake River
Upper Blue
Ten Mile
Small Multifamily
Breckenridge
Dillon
Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue
Snake River
Upper Blue
Ten Mile
Large Multifamily
Breckenridge
Dillon
Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue
Snake River
Upper Blue
Ten Mile
Manufactured/Mobile
Breckenridge
Dillon
Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue
Snake River
Upper Blue
Ten Mile

0%
0%
0%
0%
15%
13%
5%
10%
1%

1%
0%
0%
0%
1%
0%
0%
2%
0%

1%
0%
0%
0%
3%
0%
0%
4%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
1%
0%
0%
1%
0%

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
25%
N/A
1%
59%
0%

Electric Combined

100%
100%
100%
100%
85%
87%
95%
90%
99%

99%
100%
100%
100%

99%
100%
100%

98%
100%

99%
100%
100%
100%

97%
100%
100%

96%
100%

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

100%
100%
100%
100%

99%
100%
100%

99%
100%

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
75%
N/A
99%
41%
100%

Solar

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
0%
N/A
0%
0%
0%

Gas or Propane

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
5%
N/A
0%
0%
0%
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Year built. Figure 11-9 shows the year units were built by type, town, unincorporated
county, and planning area.

Single family detached homes and townhomes were mostly built before 1999, with
exceptions in Breckenridge—where more than half of single family detached homes were
built after 2000—and Silverthorne—where the slight majority of townhomes were built
after 2000.

Small multifamily units are a very small share of all housing stock and most are newer.
Units in large multifamily complexes, in contrast, represent some of the oldest housing
units in the county, with the exception of Silverthorne, where half of multifamily units were
built after 2010.
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Figure I1-9.
Year Built, Town and Balance of County, and Basin, 2023

<1990 M 1990-1999 [ 2000-2010 [ 2010-current

Single Family Detached Townhome
Breckenridge NN [ B
Ly [
Frisco NN I
Silverthorne NN [
Balance of County NGNS I
LowerBiue NGNS [
Snake River I [
Upper Blue NN L
Ten Mile RS [ e
0% 25% 50% 75%  100% 0% 25% 50% 75%  100%
Du- to Six-plex Small Multifamily
Breckenridge NN | N
Dillon GG I -
Frisco I |
Silverthorne NN |
Balance of County NN .|
LowerBiue NN - |
Snake River I I —
Upper Blue N ———————
Ten Mile I I
0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
Large Multifamily Manufactured/Mobile
Breckenridge I N
Dillon |
Frisco I
Silverthorne N
Balance of County NG [ [
LowerBiue I
Snake River NN [
Upper Blue NN - | |
Ten Mile I |
0% 25% 50% 75%  100% 0% 25% 50% 75%  100%

Source: Source: Summit County Assessor.
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Unit size and parking. Figure 1I-10 shows the median and average square feet of units
by type based on county assessor data.

For single family detached units, units in Breckenridge are the largest, with a median of
2,339 square feet and average of 2,515 square feet. In other areas of the county, the
median is around 1,800 square feet and the average, closer to 2,000 square feet.
Breckenridge single family detached homes are about 500 square feet larger than homes
in other parts of the county.

Townhomes are about 500-700 square feet smaller than single family detached homes.
“Plexes” and townhomes are similarly sized, with duplexes being slightly larger (~100
square feet).

Units located in large multifamily complexes are the largest in the Town of Dillon, with a
median size of 1,017 square feet and average size of 978 square feet, followed by Frisco.
Overall, large multifamily units are about 850 square feet in size.

By number of bedrooms (Figure 11-11), single family detached homes and plexes have the
most bedrooms. Most single family homes have 4 or more bedrooms and most plexes
have three bedrooms. Townhomes typically have 2 to 3 bedrooms, and large multifamily
units, one to two bedrooms. Manufactured or mobile homes typically have two to three
bedrooms.

Finally, Figure 11-12 shows the presence of garages, carports, or surface parking spaces.
Garages are available for nearly all single family detached homes, plexes, and most
townhomes.

In large multifamily complexes, Breckenridge and the Town of Dillon most commonly have
surface parking. Garages are least common for multifamily units located in the Town of
Dillon, where carports are more common. Frisco has the highest share of large multifamily
units with garage parking at 55% of all units.
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Figure II-10.

Square Footage, Town
and Balance of
County, and Basin,
2023

Source:

Summit County Assessor.

Single Family Detached
Breckenridge
Dillon
Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue
Snake River
Upper Blue
Ten Mile

Townhome
Breckenridge
Dillon
Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue
Snake River
Upper Blue
Ten Mile

Du- to Sixplex
Breckenridge
Dillon
Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue
Snake River
Upper Blue
Ten Mile

Small Multifamily
Breckenridge
Dillon
Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue
Snake River
Upper Blue
Ten Mile

Large Multifamily
Breckenridge
Dillon
Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue
Snake River
Upper Blue
Ten Mile

Manufactured/Mobile
Breckenridge
Dillon
Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue
Snake River
Upper Blue
Ten Mile

Median SqFt

2,339
1,764
1,756
1,812
1,819
1,800
1,809
2,004
1,896

1,276
1,155
1,248
1,404
1,248
1,310
1,276
1,231
1,272

1,353
2,020
1,394
1,427
1,465
1,427
1,428
1,457
1,416

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

833
1,017
960
787
835
860
854
835
889

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Average SqFt

2,515
1,910
1,937
2,012
2,005
1,954
1,983
2,211
2,068

1,304
1,159
1,283
1,537
1,262
1,371
1,299
1,259
1,317

1,534
2,080
1,484
1,491
1,560
1473
1,545
1,622
1,516

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

849
978
980
853
870
844
906
847
924

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
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Figure II-11.
Number of
Bedrooms, Town
and Balance of
County, and Basin,
2023

Source:

Summit County Assessor.

Studio/1 bedroom 2 bedrooms 3 bedrooms 4+ bedrooms

Single Family Detached

Breckenridge
Dillon
Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue
Snake River
Upper Blue
Ten Mile

Townhome
Breckenridge
Dillon
Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue
Snake River
Upper Blue
Ten Mile

Du- to Sixplex
Breckenridge
Dillon
Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue
Snake River
Upper Blue
Ten Mile

Small Multifamily
Breckenridge
Dillon
Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue
Snake River
Upper Blue
Ten Mile

Large Multifamily
Breckenridge
Dillon
Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue
Snake River
Upper Blue
Ten Mile

Manufactured/Mobile

Breckenridge
Dillon

Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue

Snake River
Upper Blue

Ten Mile

1%
0%
2%
0%
2%
3%
1%
1%
3%

2%
2%
0%
0%
1%
0%
2%
2%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

45%
25%
21%
35%
34%
20%
37%
44%
29%

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
4%
N/A
0%
10%
0%

3%
5%
7%
4%
9%
10%
4%
7%
7%

32%
46%
31%
26%
27%
29%
29%
30%
29%

11%
2%
12%
9%
7%
8%
9%
9%
12%

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

42%
56%
58%
59%
47%
59%
45%
42%
53%

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

40%
N/A

12%
77%
0%

24%
32%
43%
33%
35%
33%
31%
33%
39%

46%
47%
52%
60%
49%
55%
51%
45%
52%

53%
36%
63%
63%
52%
57%
51%
51%
61%

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

11%
17%
19%

6%
16%
19%
15%
12%
15%

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

53%
N/A

83%
12%
0%

73%
63%
49%
63%
54%
54%
64%
60%
52%

21%

5%
17%
14%
22%
16%
19%
23%
19%

35%
62%
25%
28%
42%
35%
40%
39%
28%

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

3%
1%
2%
1%
3%
3%
3%
2%
3%

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
3%
N/A
5%
1%
100%
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Figure II-12.
Parking, Town and
Balance of County,
and Basin, 2023

Source:

Summit County Assessor.

Single Family Detached
Breckenridge
Dillon

Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue

Snake River
Upper Blue

Ten Mile
Townhome
Breckenridge
Dillon

Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue

Snake River
Upper Blue

Ten Mile

Du- to Sixplex
Breckenridge
Dillon

Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue

Snake River
Upper Blue

Ten Mile

Small Multifamily
Breckenridge
Dillon

Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue

Snake River
Upper Blue

Ten Mile

Large Multifamily
Breckenridge
Dillon

Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue

Snake River
Upper Blue

Ten Mile
Manufactured/Mobile
Breckenridge
Dillon

Frisco
Silverthorne
Balance of County
Lower Blue

Snake River
Upper Blue

Ten Mile

Garage

99%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

99%
100%

81%
81%
94%
94%
80%
85%
82%
79%
95%

96%
100%
100%

99%

99%

99%
100%

97%
100%

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

13%

6%
55%
33%
11%
11%

7%
19%
52%

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
20%
N/A
N/A
20%
100%

Carport

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

2%
0%
2%
1%
1%
0%
0%
3%
2%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

11%
24%
5%
16%
7%
17%
7%
9%
6%

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
80%
N/A
N/A
80%

0%

Parking Space

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

17%
19%
4%
5%
19%
14%
18%
18%
3%

4%
0%
0%
1%
0%
0%
0%
3%
0%

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

76%
70%
40%
51%
82%
72%
85%
72%
42%

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
0%
N/A
N/A
0%
0%
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Location. By basin, American Community Survey (ACS) data estimate that, as of 2021,
28% of housing units were located in the Lower Blue; 23% in the Snake River; 16% in Ten
Mile; and 33% in the Upper Blue. This is a similar distribution to permanent residents.

Geocoding of assessor’s data puts a higher share of units in the Upper Blue (39% v. 33%)
and a lower share in the Lower Blue (20% v. 28%).

Figure I11-13. Housing Units Permanent Residents
Location of

Housing Units B LowerBlue h
and Permanent

Residents, M Snake River

Basin, 2021 B Upper Blue y

B Ten Mile

Source:
2021 5-year ACS.

Housing Occupancy

This section begins with trends in occupancy and unit vacancies; analyzes changes in home
purchases by non-residents and non-workers; and concludes with an inventory and
analysis of short- and long-term rentals.

Resident occupancy. In 2021, 40.6% of the county’s 31,739 housing units were
occupied by permanent residents according to the American Community Survey (ACS). That
is up slightly from 39.5% in 2010 and down slightly from 41.8% in 2019.

Figure lI-14. 50%
Share of 45%
Resident- 40% ._,__.-—0—-0’._._..—._"“-—0
Occupied 35%
Housing Units, 30%
Summit County, 25%
2010 - 2021 20%
15%
Source: 10%
Colorado State Demographer. 5%

0%
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Occupancy differs by town. Silverthorne has historically had the highest resident
occupancy rate; this is still the case, even with the decline from a 71% occupancy rate in
2010 to 65% as of 2021. Breckenridge's has historically been the lowest at 28% in 2010 and
30% in 2021.
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Resident occupancy was on an upward trend for all jurisdictions except for Silverthorne
until 2017, when it began to decline. This was about the same time that population growth
slowed in the county and net in-migration rates dropped off. Resident occupancy rates now
reflect 2014 levels.

Figure II-15.
Share of Resident-Occupied Housing Units, Towns, 2010 - 2021

80%

70%
=&—Summit County

60%

—e—Breckenridge
50%

—a A —— — ~8—Dillon

40% ._W
0% ._._M —o—Frisco

20% =& Silverthorne

10% Unincorporated County

0%
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Source: Colorado State Demographer.

The survey conducted to support this study provides additional information on resident
occupancy.

m  According to the survey, the vast majority of people who live permanently in Summit
County both live and work in the county: 76% of respondents are both living and
working in Summit County. This is higher for Spanish speakers: 91% both live and work
in Summit County.

m  People living in Summit County and working remotely represented about 3% of both
English and Spanish survey respondents. Out-commuters represented another 1%.
Persons who were not employed (retired, not seeking work, unemployed) represented
7% of English and 4% of Spanish respondents.

m  Residents and workers most commonly live in condo/apartments in multifamily
buildings followed by single family detached homes. Occupancy of unit type varies by
community, with Breckenridge and Silverthorne having the highest shares of residents
living in single family detached homes (about 40% live in single family detached
homes) and the Town of Dillon having the lowest share (19%).
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Worker occupancy. The table below shows the share of housing units that have at
least one worker occupying the unit according to ACS data.* Silverthorne has the highest
share, with about half of the town’s housing units housing at least one worker; this is down
from 61% in 2010. The Town of Dillon’s share is the lowest, followed by Breckenridge, with
about one-fifth of units housing workers. The change column shows a decline in worker
occupancy of housing units since 2010, although the overall change in the county is small.
The shift away from workers occupying housing is largest in Silverthorne and Breckenridge,
offset by increases in worker occupancy in Frisco and the Town of Dillon.

Figure lI-16.

Share of Housing Units 2010 2021 Change

Occupied by Workers, Town/County

Towns and Breckenridge 25% 21% 5%

Unincorporated County, Dillon 17% 18% 1%

2010 and 2021 Frisco 26% 28% 2%
Silverthorne 61% 52% -9%

Source: Unincorporated County 29% 26% -3%

égl(s)j;d 2021 5-year ACS and 2010 Decennial Summit County 30% 299, 1%

Distribution of units relative to residents and workers. The pie charts
below show how well each town is sharing in providing housing to permanent residents
and county workforce based on ACS data. By town, Breckenridge has a much higher share
of housing units than residents or workers due to the town'’s relatively large share of units
in seasonal and vacation use. The Town of Dillon and Frisco are more closely matched
between housing units, residents, and workers. Silverthorne has a higher share of both
residents and workers than housing units, demonstrating the town'’s value in providing
housing for residents and workers in the county. The unincorporated county provides a
large share of housing to retirees as well as workers.

#These could be remote or local workers; place of work is not specified in the data.
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Figure I11-17.
Location of Housing Units, Permanent Residents, and Units with Workers,
Town and Unincorporated County, 2021

Housing Units Permanent Residents Units with Workers

-
v

m Breckenridge

m Dillon

55%

u Silverthorne

B B
m Frisco
P W‘ 71%

Unincorporated
County

Note: Unincorporated includes the statutory towns of Blue River and Montezuma, as well as Keystone, which had not been
incorporated when this study was prepared.

Source: 2021 5-year ACS.

Homeownership. Sixty-eight percent of units in Summit County occupied by
permanent residents are owned. The homeownership rate in the county overall has not
changed since 2012. However, every town has seen its homeownership rate drop, offset by
an increase in the unincorporated county rate. The ownership rate dropped by 3
percentage points in Breckenridge to 58%; 2 percentage points in the Town of Dillon to
55%; 2 percentage points in Frisco to 60%; and 7 percentage points in Silverthorne to 75%.

Silverthorne, in particular, has experienced large fluctuations in the homeownership rate.
The town’s homeownership rate dropped from 83% in 2012 to 53% in 2018—Ilikely driven
by units sold to investors—after which it increased as deed-restricted homeownership
units were sold and occupied.
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Figure 11-18.
Trends in Homeownership Rate, 2012 - 2021

90%

83%

80%
75% =&—Summit County
70%

68%
60% —8—Breckenridge
60%
’ 58%
55%
50% —=o—Dillon
40% .
=B-Frisco

30%

=@="Silverthorne
20%

10%

0%
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Source: 5-year ACS.

Vacant units. The share of housing units that are regularly vacant in Summit County
has changed little since 2010. Sixty-one percent of units were vacant in 2010 compared to
59% in 2021.

Figure II-19. 70%
Share of Housing o
Units that are ._._H—H—Q—Q—Q—O——._’
Vacant, Summit 50%

County,2010-2021

30%
Source:

Colorado State Demographer. 20%
10%

0%
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

By town, Dillon’s and Frisco’s shares of units that are regularly vacant mirror trends in the
unincorporated county. The Town of Dillon’s share has dropped slightly from 2010 (65% to
63%), while Frisco’s has risen slightly (58% to 60%). Breckenridge’s share of units that are
vacant has historically been the highest: 72% of units in Breckenridge were vacant in 2010
compared to 70% in 2021, with a low of 57% in 2016 and 2017.
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Silverthorne is an outlier, with a much lower share of units that are regularly vacant (35% in
2021). That share has shifted upward, however, at a slightly steeper slope than in other
communities. Silverthorne’s share of units vacant in 2010 was a relatively low 29%.

Figure 11-20.
Share of Housing Units that are Vacant, Towns and Unincorporated
County, 2010 - 2021

80%

70% W
’—0-—-0—‘_.\._._'_‘_.___._. ~Summit County

4 A 4 vM

—e—Breckenridge
50%

=8-Dillon
40%
30% '_H*_H_._.—H—.—‘ Frisco
20% =&—Silverthorne

10% Unincorporated County

0%
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Source: Colorado State Demographer.

The vast majority of vacant units are being held for seasonal and/or vacation use: the 2021
ACS estimates that 89% of all vacant units in the county are for this purpose, up from 82%
in 2012. The ACS also reports a decline in the share of vacant units reserved for seasonal
and/or vacation use from 2019, when the estimate reached 97%. The decrease between
2019 and 2021 may be due to owners moving into units more permanently that they
previously used seasonally after remote work became an option.

A small share of all vacant units are available to rent or buy. The Colorado Division of
Housing conducts a bi-annual survey of multifamily rental units in Summit County to
determine their vacancy status.® The latest data for Summit County are for third quarter
2019. At that time, the multifamily vacancy rate for Summit County was .6%—less than 1%.
The survey found zero rental vacancies for studios, 1-bedroom, and 2-bedroom units, and
a 1.8% rate for 3-bedroom units.

> Colorado Multi-Family Vacancy and Rental Survey, https://drive.google.com/file/d/1qY9RQSZW7uMG-
VINHTL1CLP_SIJKpOuS/view
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Property manager Corum Real Estate manages 10 multifamily properties with 361 units in
Summit County, including motels and hotels that have been converted into rental housing.
Units in these complexes have more affordable rents than market rate complexes.
Currently, wait lists are the longest for the Huron Landing and Pinewood Village complexes
in Breckenridge, where the average wait list per property is 250 households. This compares
with between two and five households who vacated their units at these complexes during
2022. Among all properties, about 50 units turnover annually, although some of these units
are re-leased by businesses with master lease relationships.

How units are used. The figures below show how the county’s and towns’ housing
unit are used, on average, based on 2021 occupancy, vacancy, and affordable and
workforce inventory data. For the county overall, 20% of units are occupied by owners in
market rate units; an additional 5% are occupied by owners living in deed-restricted units.
Thirteen percent of units are occupied by renters paying market rent; 3% are occupied by
renters in affordable rent-restricted units. Units used primary as short-term rentals (STRs)
make up 33% of all units in the county, and vacation/seasonal use, another 26%.

The distribution of units by occupancy varies considerably by community:

m  Breckenridge has the largest share of units in STR use at 57%; Silverthorne has the
lowest at 12%;

m  The Town of Dillon has the largest share of units in seasonal use at 40%; Breckenridge
has the smallest share at 11%;

m  Silverthorne’s share of market rate units occupied by owners is 40% and is much
higher than any other community, reflecting the town'’s relative affordability for
homebuying. Breckenridge leads on the share of deed-restricted ownership units at
10% of all units.

m  The towns are most similar in the share of market rate rented units (between 10% and
18% of all units).

m  Overall, dedicated affordable owner-occupied units make up 5% and dedicated
affordable rental units make up 3% of the county’s housing units.
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Figure II-21.
Distribution of Occupancy and Use of All Housing Units, 2021-23

B Owner-occupied Owner-occupied [ Renter-occupied
Market Rate Deed-Restricted Market Rate
[ Renter-occupied I vacant Units Vacant units used for
Deed-Restricted Usedfor STR Vacation/Seasonal
(not STR)

Source: SCHA, Summit County, towns, Colorado State Demographer, Root Policy Research.
Affordable and Workforce Housing Inventory

Countywide, affordable homeownership units comprise approximately 20% of all owner-
occupied units. Affordable rentals—including employer-dedicated rentals but not seasonal
beds—also comprise approximately 20% of all renter-occupied units. However, affordable
units are a much smaller share of a// units: 5% of the entire county’s housing stock is
comprised of deed-restricted ownership units and another 3% is comprised of affordable
rentals.

These shares vary by community, as shown in the figure below.
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Figure 1-22. Bl Share of Occupied Rentals that are Dedicated Affordable

Share of
[ share of Owner-occupied Units that are Dedicated Affordable

Occupied Units

that are S < count 0%
Dedicated ummit County 0%
Affordable, .
2021-23 Breckenridge >

75%

Dillon

14%
4%
7%
22%
48%
Silverthorne 8%
17%

Figure 11-23 details deed-restricted and employer-owned properties by town and for the
unincorporated county, with eligibility targets, turnover, and the number of households on
waitlists as available.

Source:

Root Policy Research.

Frisco

“Deed-restricted” housing refers to housing that is restricted to serve certain population
groups; that restriction is typically executed through covenants in the property deed.
Restrictions are often based on income level and/or hours of work in Summit County and
often place of work. These restrictions vary in how they define and treat retirement,
remote work, sub-leases, roommates, and short-term rental.

For the purposes of this section, “employer-provided housing” refers to dormitory-style
housing for seasonal employees, deed-restricted rentals owned and operated by
employers, as well as master leases of rental units. The county’s ski resorts, Breckenridge
Grand Vacations, and towns actively master lease privately-owned units for employees.

This compilation of deed-restricted and employer-provided housing reveals:

m  Approximately 1,540 units of owner-occupied deed-restricted units exist in the county,
with most targeting the 80% to 120% AMI range. Of these, 640 (40%) are small
developments, scattered site, or stand-alone units. There are also 8 market rate
workforce (but not price) restricted units in addition to the 73 units in the Housing
Helps program.

By location, half of the owner-occupied deed-restricted units are located in
Breckenridge. One-quarter are in the unincorporated county. Fifteen percent are in
Silverthorne; 10% are in Frisco; and less than 1% are in the Town of Dillon. Most
Housing Helps units are located in the unincorporated county.
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m  There are approximately 1,028 deed-restricted rental units, about two-thirds of the
number of deed-restricted ownership units. These include employer-owned rentals

but not dormitory-style, employer-owned units. The typical targeting of deed-restricted
rentals is 60% to 100% AMI.

By location, 36% are in Breckenridge, 33% are in Silverthorne, 24% are in the
unincorporated county, 5% are in Frisco, and 3% are in the Town of Dillon.

m  Employers master lease approximately 240 units and own and operate multifamily
housing with 1,580 beds. The beds are provided by Vail Resorts and Copper Mountain
and are located in Breckenridge and the unincorporated county.
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Figure 11-23.
Housing List
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Figure 11-23.
Housing List, Continued

Ownership Housing Rental Housing Employer Owned
Market Deed-restricted Employer-owned  Employer-owned
Deed- Rate Eligibility/ and/or Rent Eligibility/ Turnover  Wait List (if and Master and Master Eligibility/ Turnover Wait List
restricced Workforce Targets Subsidized Targets (if known) known) Leased: Units Leased: Beds Targets (if known) (if known)
80-120% AMI;
Blue 52 Townhomes 52
local workforce
Farmers Grove 50 Local workforce
. . 80% AMI; local
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workforce
) Noshortterm
Kenington Place 37
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Single-unit or Small
296 Varies
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Figure 11-23.
Housing List, Continued

Ownership Housing Rental Housing Employer Owned
Market Deed-restricted Employer-owned  Employer-owned
Deed- Rate Eligibility/ and/or Rent Eligibility/ Turnover  Wait List (if and Master and Master Eligibility/ Turnover  Wait List
restricted Workforce Targets Subsidized Targets (if known) known) Leased: Units Leased: Beds Targets (if known) (if known)
100% AMI; Town
of Frisco and
Coyote Village 4 Copper
Mountain
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Peak One 61
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workforce only)
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Figure 1-23.
Housing List, Continued

Ownership Housing Rental Housing Employer Owned
Market Deed-restricted Employer-owned  Employer-owned
Deed- Rate Eligibility/ and/or Rent Eligibility/ Turnover  Wait List (if and Master and Master Eligibility/ Turnover Wait List
restricced Workforce Targets Subsidized Targets (if known) known) Leased: Units Leased: Beds Targets (if known) (if known)
Unincorporated County
) Local workforce/
Bristlecone Condos 8 None
County owned
580 Silverthorne <BO%AM;
52 County/local None 77 people
Lane Apartments
workforce
EDGE at Copper 584 Copper employees
Skye Chutes 22 Copper employees
Transit Department ] s County Transit
housing Department
Village at 0 30-60% AMI and
Wintergreen local workforce
Village at 120 100% AMI and
Wintergreen local workforce
Village at i Keystone
Wintergreen employees
CopperPoint 15 80-120% AMI
Dillon Valley Vistas 12 100% AMI
West Hills Phase | 25 80-110% AMI
West Hills Phase II 41 70+110% AMI
Single-unit or Small
Development 279 Various
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Sunrise Keystone 503
Housing Helps 63
Total 372 63 169 74 1,131
Grand Total 1,541 81 789 239 1,581
Source: Root Policy Research.
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Year built. Development of deed-restricted ownership units accelerated during the
2000s, when 368 units were built, or an average of nearly 37 units per year; this was
followed by 481 units built in the 2010s, or 48 per year. Seventy-percent of all existing units
were built after 2000.

Figure 1-24.

Year Built, Deed-
restricted 19501959 | 2
Ownership Units,
Summit County,
February 2023 1970-1979

Note: 1980-1989 - 55

Data do not reflect
approximately 120 units now

Before 1950 | 5

1960-1969 I 18

142

monitored by Breckenridge and 1990-1999 _ 197

Smith Ranch units recently

Source: 70% of units

February 2023. 2000 or later
2020-2022 - 84

Location of units. Half of the deed-restricted ownership units are located in
Breckenridge and one-quarter are located in the unincorporated county, as shown below.
Silverthorne and Frisco supply another 25%, and, Town of Dillon, 1%.

Figure 11-25. Share of All
Location of Deed-restricted Deed-restricted
Ownership Units, Towns and Ownership Units
Unincorporated County,

February 2023 M Breckenridge

Source: . Dillon

SCHA Property Database, February 2023; Town of
Breckenridge; Town of Dillon; Town of Frisco; Town of
Silverthorne.

M Frisco

[l Silverthorne

Unincorporated County

1%

For rentals, 36% are located in Breckenridge, followed by 33% in Silverthorne and nearly
one-quarter in the unincorporated county. Five percent are located in Frisco and 3% in the
Town of Dillon.

Employer beds are concentrated near major ski resorts in Breckenridge and the
unincorporated county (Keystone and Copper Mountain).

RooT PoLicy RESEARCH SECTION II, PAGE 37

117



Figure I1-26.
Location of Deed-restricted Rental Units, Leases to Locals, and Seasonal
Beds, Towns and Unincorporated County, February 2023

Share of All
Deed-restricted Share of All
Rental Units Employer Beds

Il Breckenridge
B Dillon

I Frisco

| Silverthorne \ 72%

Unincorporated County

Source: Town of Breckenridge; Town of Frisco; Town of Silverthorne; Summit County.

By basin, 56% of deed-restricted ownership units are located in the Upper Blue basin, with
the remainder equally balanced among basins.

Figure 11-27. Share of All
Location of Deed-restricted Deed-restricted
Ownership Units, Basin Ownership Units

Source:

SCHA Property Database, February 2023. M LowerBlue

B Snake River
Il Upper Blue

B Ten Mile
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Figure 11-28.
Map of Deed-restricted Properties
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Source: Root Policy Research.
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Unit characteristics. Deed-restricted ownership units average between 2 and 3
bedrooms and bathrooms—about the same size as townhomes and “plexes” throughout
the county. The majority of units have garage or parking available, with units in the Lower
Blue least likely to offer designated parking, although most do.

Figure I11-29.
Characteristics of Deed-restricted Ownership Units, Basin, February 2023

B Average Number of Beds/Unit .
Percent with Garage
[ Average Number of Baths/Unit

or Parking
[ Average Number of Garage Spaces
Lower Blue Snake River
2.8
Lower Blue 2.7
0,
. 69% 94%
Snake River
Upper Blue Ten Mile
Upper Blue
Ten Mile

Note: Data do not reflect approximately 120 units now monitored by Breckenridge and Smith Ranch units recently completed.

Source: SCHA Property Database, February 2023.

Monitoring of deed-restricted units. SCHA and Summit County conduct
monitoring of all deed-restricted ownership unit except those in resort areas to ensure that
these units are being occupied according to their covenants; this includes Accessory
Dwelling Units (ADUs) with covenants.® The occupancy requirements in the unit covenants
vary; in general, they are intended to maximize worker occupancy while allowing owners to
remain in their units once they retire. A common work requirement is 30 hours per week.

Understanding occupancy of deed-restricted units is important for projecting the number
of workers these units will accommodate in the future. A review of 2022 monitoring data
found that:

m  The vast majority of owner occupants work 30 hours per week or more in Summit
County. Of those, 10% are employed in remote jobs—ranging from providing virtual
counseling and health care to off-site sales and maintenance jobs. The balance of
owners are retired (see below) or their work status was not available.

® The Town of Breckenridge monitors units located with town limits.
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m  The average number of jobs is 1.15. The types of employers vary considerably, and
include ski resorts, local government, education, health care, real estate, and service
occupations.

= Twenty (less than 5%) of the units are occupied by owners who are fully retired; four
are occupied by owners who are partially retired. Most had retired within the last
decade.

Some covenants allow leasing to roommates and tenants.

= About 20% of the units monitored had tenants. Of those, nearly all worked 30 hours
per week or more in Summit County. Only a handful of those tenants had remote jobs.
These jobs are either combined with other physical jobs in Summit County or require
off-site work (as opposed to working remotely from one’s home).

= No retirees report having roommates or tenants.

m  The median rent charged to tenants is $1,700/month; the average is $2,000.

Non-local, Second home, and Investor Housing

Demand for Summit County properties by non-locals affects how well the market can
accommodate permanent residents and workers. Increased wealth among high income
households in the U.S., continued interest in lifestyle communities, historically low interest
rates in the recent past, and the ability to work remotely collectively raised demand for
non-local purchases in many resort areas, including Summit County.

Nationally, as of March 2023, second home purchases were down compared to before the
pandemic. A Redfin analysis of mortgage rate locks for second homes and primary homes
found a 52% decrease for second homes, compared to 13% for primary homes—due to
rising interest rates, low inventory, and inflation.’

Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) data suggest that demand remains strong in
Summit County, as mortgages for second residences have continued to grow.®

In 2018, approximately 1,500 mortgage loans were originated for residential purchases in
Summit County. This rose to 1,800 by 2021. Of those loans:

m  Asmall share of those loans were for investment properties according to the
mortgage data: 12% of loans were for investment properties in 2018, compared to
11% in 2021.

’ https://www.redfin.com/news/demand-down-second-homes-march-2023/

8 HMDA data exclude cash purchases.
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m  The majority of loans were for properties to be used as second residences. In 2018,
782 of 1,506 mortgages were for second home purchases—about 52%. By 2021, 1,052
mortgages were for second home purchases—about 58%.

m 36% of loans were for principal residences in 2018, dropping to 31% in 2021.

m  Second home purchases have driven the increase in mortgage loans, rising by 35%
between 2018 and 2021. Loans for principal residences and investment properties
have increased by 5% and 3%, respectively.

Figure 11-30. [l Principal Residence [l Second Residence [l Investment Property

Home Purchase

Loan Originations 1,809
1,730

by Occupancy Type,

2018-2021 1,506 1,522 146

Note:

Includes first lien loan originations
only.

Source:
HMDA and Root Policy Research.

2018 2019 2020 2021

By basin,
m  The Upper Blue had the highest share of second residence mortgage originations at
61%, followed by Ten Mile at 60%.

m  The Upper Blue's share of principal residence mortgages was much lower than other
basins at 26%, down from 36% in 2018.

m  The highest share of principal residence mortgage originations is in the Lower Blue.
Lower Blue also had the lowest share of investment property mortgage originations.
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Figure II-31.
Distribution of Home Purchase Loan Originations by Occupancy Type and

Basin, 2018 and 2021

B Principal Residence [ Second Residence B Investment Property

2018 2021 2018 2021 2018 2021 2018 2021 2018 2021
Summit Lower Blue Snake River Upper Blue Ten Mile

Note: Includes first lien loan originations only.

Source: HMDA and Root Policy Research.

The number of home purchase loan originations by occupancy type and basin for all years
are shown in Figure I1-32.
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Figure 11-32.
Home Purchase Loans by Occupancy Type and Basin, 2018-2021

2018-2021

% Change

Principal Residence
Summit County 539 515 504 566 5%
Lower Blue Basin 122 183 194 180 48%
Snake River Basin 145 145 123 147 1%
Upper Blue Basin 209 124 137 167 -20%
Ten Mile Basin 57 63 50 72 26%
Second Residence
Summit County 782 847 1,080 1,052 35%
Lower Blue Basin 140 183 232 240 71%
Snake River Basin 228 235 280 267 17%
Upper Blue Basin 285 308 396 393 38%
Ten Mile Basin 115 121 172 151 31%
Investment Property
Summit County 185 160 146 191 3%
Lower Blue Basin 18 20 22 35 94%
Snake River Basin 48 46 35 40 -17%
Upper Blue Basin 90 70 65 88 2%
Ten Mile Basin 26 24 24 28 8%

Note: Includes first lien loan originations only.

Source: HMDA and Root Policy Research.

The age of buyers taking mortgages varies depending on the reason for the purchase.
Buyers of principal residences with mortgages are youngest, with 38% under 35 years old
and 28% under 44 years old. Buyers of second residences and investment properties with
mortgages are most likely to be between the ages of 45 to 64 years old, although about
one-third are 35-44 years old.
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Figure I1-33.
Distribution of Home
Purchase Loan Principal

B Under3s M 3544 | 4564 [ 65+

Resid 38% 28% 29%
Originations by Age esidence
and Occupancy Type,
2021 Second 0% o oo
Residence - 8 b
Note:
Includes first lien loan originations only. Investment 119 o ™
Property

Source:
HMDA and Root Policy Research.

Median home values increased for all types of property purchases and for every basin.

8%

9%

m  The Upper Blue saw the most significant increase for principal residence purchases,

with the median value of bought homes increasing from $500,000 to $915,000 (83
increase). The Lower Blue had the smallest increase in median value of principal

residences at 23%. For buyers of principal residences with mortgages, the Snake River

Basin was the most affordable.

m  Price increases for second residences were more uniform across basins, ranging from

21% in the Lower Blue to 42% in the Upper Blue.

m  Of all property types, median values rose the most for investment properties exce
for in the Upper Blue. The median value of investor purchases in the Lower Blue

%

pt

stands out at 105%--compared to 23% for principal residences and 21% for second

residences.

m  The effect of the pandemic on property value increases is evident in value changes
between 2020 and 2021. For the county overall, two-thirds of the value increase for
second residences occurred between 2020 and 2021, as median values jumped from
$675,000 to $825,000. Similarly, median values of investment properties increased
from $585,000 to $755,000. For principal residences values increased nearly as much

between 2019 and 2020 as 2020 to 2021.
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Figure 11-34.
Median Property Value of Homes Purchased by Occupancy Type and Basin,
2018-2021

2020-2021 2018-2021

2019 2021 % Change % Change

Principal Residence
Summit County $495,000 $515,000 $605,000 $705,000 17% 42%
Lower Blue Basin $575,000 $515,000 $605,000 $705,000 17% 23%
Snake River Basin $395,000 $400,000 $550,000 $555,000 1% 41%
Upper Blue Basin $500,000 $645,000 $640,000 $915,000 43% 83%
Ten Mile Basin $465,000 $405,000 $645,000 $645,000 0% 39%
Second Residence
Summit County $615,000 $655,000 $675,000 $825,000 22% 34%
Lower Blue Basin $640,000 $600,000 $635,000 $775,000 22% 21%
Snake River Basin $505,000 $555,000 $565,000 $695,000 23% 38%
Upper Blue Basin $795,000 $935,000 $875,000 $1,125,000 29% 42%
Ten Mile Basin $545,000 $575,000 $620,000 $765,000 23% 40%
Investment Property
Summit County $525,000 $575,000 $585,000 $755,000 29% 44%
Lower Blue Basin $325,000 $545,000 $555,000 $665,000 20% 105%
Snake River Basin  $465,000 $465,000 $455,000 $745,000 64% 60%
Upper Blue Basin $575,000 $655,000 $735,000 $780,000 6% 36%
Ten Mile Basin $535,000 $605,000 $535,000 $795,000 49% 49%

Note: Includes first lien loan originations only.

Source: HMDA and Root Policy Research.

Buyers who originated mortgages for principal residences have significantly lower incomes
($103,000 median income for the county overall) than second home buyers ($291,000) and
investment property buyers ($209,000) and this is consistent across years.
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Figure I1-35.
Median Buyer Income by Occupancy Type and Basin, 2018-2021

2018-2021

% Change

Principal Residence
Summit County $103,500 $115,000 $119,000 $130,000 26%
Lower Blue Basin $120,500 $118,000 $115,000 $121,500 1%
Snake River Basin $88,000 $88,000 $111,000 $115,000 31%
Upper Blue Basin $104,500 $141,000 $135,000 $155,000 48%
Ten Mile Basin $99,000 $94,000 $123,500 $131,000 32%
Second Residence
Summit County $250,000 $271,000 $274,000 $291,000 16%
Lower Blue Basin $245,500 $242,000 $267,000 $269,000 10%
Snake River Basin $220,000 $241,500 $243,000 $247,000 12%
Upper Blue Basin $295,000 $334,000 $305,000 $360,000 22%
Ten Mile Basin $247,000 $259,500 $275,000 $260,000 5%
Investment Property
Summit County $180,000 $230,500 $188,000 $209,000 16%
Lower Blue Basin $171,000 $181,000 $173,000 $178,000 4%
Snake River Basin $203,000 $166,000 $231,000 $198,000 2%
Upper Blue Basin $204,000 $288,000 $212,000 $248,000 22%
Ten Mile Basin $177,000 $307,500 $161,000 $254,000 44%

Note: Includes first lien loan originations only.

Source: HMDA and Root Policy Research.

Short term rentals. As of February 2023, 10,487 properties in Summit County had
short term licenses based on town and county registries. Of these, 4,577 were located in
the unincorporated county; 4,334 were in Breckenridge; 339 in the Town of Dillon; 882 in
Frisco; and 354 in Silverthorne.

As a share of all units, STRs are approximately one-third of all units in the county and 56%
of vacant units. These percentages vary by town, ranging from a high of 59% of all units in
Breckenridge to 13% in Silverthorne.
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Figure I1-36. B % of Total Units
Share of Total

and Vacant Units
with Short-term
Rental Licenses,
2021-23

B % of Vacant Units

Summit County

56%

Breckenridge
84%

Source:

Total units from 2021 5-year Dillon
ACS; affordable units from
Town/County lists.

39%

Frisco

44%

Silverthorne

37%

Data from AirDNA (an online aggregator of STR listings) are shown in Figure 11-37. As
shown, STR listings grew exponentially between 2014 and 2017 as the industry grew, and
exhibit a more consistent trend since then. As of the second quarter of 2023, there were
approximately 10,425 active listings, which is very similar to the number of properties with
short term licenses (10,487) in Summit County.

Figure I11-37.
Active Short Term Rental Listings in Summit County, 2014 Q4-2023 Q3
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Note:  Aggregated from zip code level data.
Source: AirDNA.
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Figure 11-38 shows the distribution by number of bedrooms of active STRs in Summit
County. The majority of listings have a small number of bedrooms—with 62% of units listed
having 2 or less bedrooms.

Figure 11-38.
Active Short Term Rental Studio 6%
Listings in Summit
County, Number of

. . . 1 Bedroom 21%
Bedrooms Distribution,
2023 Q3
Aggregated from zip code level data.
Source: 3 Bedrooms _ 21%
AirDNA.

4 Bedrooms 11%

5+ Bedrooms 7%

In the assessor data, 9,974 properties were able to be matched to STR registries. Of these,
m 1,368 are STRs owned by Summit County residents;
= About half of units with fractional ownership are STRs;

m  Although most STRs are located in multifamily buildings (68%), 11% are located in
townhomes and 4% in duplexes. Of all duplexes, one third are used for STRs; of all
townhomes, 25% are STRs. This compares to more than half of units in multifamily
buildings used for STRs.

m By basin, about half of STRs are located in the Upper Blue (48%), followed by Snake
River (25%), Ten Mile (17%), and Lower Blue (10%).

The county and towns have recently passed ordinances to regulate STR activity, in
response to growing concerns about the presence of STRs in neighborhoods. A recent
unincorporated county study concluded that 60% of STRs approved were in neighborhood
zones.

Those regulations include a combination of caps on STR licenses, as well as fees on STRs to
offset service costs incurred by the public sector:

= Inunincorporated Summit County, licenses are capped as a proportion of units by
basin—a 18% in the Upper Blue, 15% in Lower Blue, 6% in Ten Mile, and 5% in Snake
River.
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m  Breckenridge has a numerical license cap of 2,200 units. The caps are distributed by
zones in the town, with the majority of STRs allowed in the downtown/Main Street
area. There are no caps for resort properties (lodges, hotels). Current licenses are not
affected by the cap, and the cap will be achieved through attrition.

m  The Town of Dillon has no cap on licenses.
m  Frisco has a cap of 25% of all residential units, or approximately 900 licenses.

m  Silverthorne caps STRs at 10% of the number of units in most neighborhoods and 50%
of units in the Town Core and Riverfront. The town also prohibits STRs in deed-
restricted neighborhoods.

Planned Development

Figure 11-39 details planned development by estimated year of completion, anticipated
tenure, AMI level (if affordable) or target population group, by town and for the
unincorporated county.

The figure also compares planned housing units to potential units based on realistic
community build-out. This exercise helps determine how many units are likely to be
developed in the future to meet affordable and market rate housing demand. It is
important to note that realistic build-out is an estimate of the number of housing units
likely to be developed based on current zoning and historical development patterns. Actual
development will differ due to adaptive re-use opportunities, density bonuses, and site
constraints.

The affordable housing developments listed in the figure do not incorporate emergency
shelters, safe parking, or housing sanctuaries that assist persons experiencing
homelessness and are typically provided by faith-based and community-based
organizations.

Planned affordable and deed-restricted developments total 14,37 units and 36 seasonal
beds. These will have a significant impact on housing availability in the county, particularly
rental housing.

Additionally, 732 market rate units are expected to be developed.

Based on realistic build out, the county has the potential to add 5,600 housing units on top
of the projected affordable/deed-restricted and market rate units.
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Figure 11-39.
Planned Developments

Ownership Rental Tenure Mixed  AMI and Occupancy

Estimated Year of Completion Name or Site Units Units or Unknown Targets

Breckenridge

2023 Stables Village 20 80-160% AMI

2024 Stables Village 41 80-160% AMI

2024 Trails at Berlin Placer 21 Deed-restricted

2025 Alta Verde Il 172 Half of units <80% AMI

2025 Stan Miller 22 Deed-restricted

2026 Block 11 27 Deed-restricted

2030 Block 11 60 Deed-restricted

2030 Public Works 50 Deed-restricted

2030 Stan Miller 43 40 Deed-restricted

Unknown Grand Vacations Gondola Lots 9 Employees

Unknown Grand Vacations Gondola Lots 149 Likely second/STR

Unknown Grand Vacations Gondola Lots 12 Unknown

Unknown Highlands Riverfront 46 TBD

Total Affordable/Deed Restricted 207 298 0 505

Total Market Rate and Unknown 207 0 0 207

Grand Total 414 298 0 712

Potential Additional Units to reach Build-out (excluding redevelopment) 0

Dillon

Total Affordable/Deed Restricted 0 0 0 0

Total Market Rate and Unknown 0 0 0 0

Grand Total 0 0 0 0

Potential Additional Units to reach Build-out (excluding redevelopment) 488
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Figure 11-39.
Planned Developments, Continued

Ownership Rental Tenure Mixed  AMI and Occupancy

Estimated Year of Completion Name or Site Units Units or Unknown Targets
Frisco
2024 619 Granite Street Workforce Housing 29 80-100% AMI; CDOT
(CDOT site) staff; county workforce
2024 80 West Main 4 100% AMI
2024 80 West Main 32 Market
2027 602 Galena (Colorado Workforce Center) 45 30-120%
Unknown Basecamp 8 Deed restricted
Unknown Basecamp 22 Market
Unknown Centura Studios 37 Market
Unknown Various 5 Unknown
Unknown Various 55 Unknown
Total Affordable/Deed Restricted 12 67 0 79
Total Market Rate and Unknown 59 92 0 151
Grand Total 71 159 0 230
Potential Additional Units to reach Build-out (excluding redevelopment) 815
Silverthorne
Unknown Fourth Street North Seasonal beds 39
Unknown Fourth Street North 36 36 Market
2024 Aidan West condos 49 Market
2024 Angler Mountain Vistas SFD 5 Market
2024 Apres Shores condos 60 Market
2024 Arrowleaf Townhomes 42 Market
2024 Azure Landing 10 Market
2024 Backcountry Family Dental 3
2024 Blue River Flats Il 30 Market
2024 Fish Hawk Triplexes 12 Market
) 65 30-60% AMI; 70 80-
2025 Smith Ranch 135
120% AMI
Unknown 325 and 327 Kestrel Lane Duplex 2 Market
Unknown Siliverthorne Vet Clinic 3
Unknown Summit Blue SFD 11 Market
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Figure 11-39.
Planned Developments, Continued

Ownership Rental Tenure Mixed  AMI and Occupancy
Estimated Year of Completion Name or Site Units Units or Unknown Targets
2023 Summit Blue Townhome 7 Market
Unknown TAG East 20 Market
Unknown Tree Line Rowhomes 17 Market
2024 Wave on the Blue 18 Market
2024 Wave on the Blue Townhomes 3 Market
Total Affordable/Deed Restricted 0 135 0 0
Total Market Rate 304 60 0 304
Grand Total 304 195 0 499
Potential Additional Units to reach Build-out (excluding redevelopment) 0
Unincorporated Summit County
) At least 50% of units
2023 Justice Center 54
at or below 80% AMI
2025 Dillon Ranger District site (County Road 51) 162 Forest Service staff
county workforce
Unknown Bill's Ranch 15 <100% AMI
Unknown Village at Wintergreen II 46 LIHTC, 30-60% AMI
Unknown Soda Creek Habitat 5 100% AMI
Unknown Lake Hill, Dillon Dam Road 436 < 120% AMI
Total Affordable/Deed Restricted 20 262 436 400
Total Market Rate 0 0 0 0
Grand Total 20 262 436 718
Potential Additional Units to reach Build-out (excluding redevelopment) 4,331
Total Affordable/Deed Restricted Summit County 239 762 436 1,437
Total Seasonal Beds 39 39
Total Market Rate Summit County 570 152 0 722
Total Projected/Known Development 809 953 436 2,198
Total Potential Additional Units based on Build Out Projections 5,634
Note: Preservation efforts are treated as zero net gain in units. Units in developments where certificates of occupancy (COs) have been issued are excluded.
Source: Summit County and Frisco Residential Build-out Projections, County and Town affordable and market rate development plans.
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SECTION lIl.
Housing Affordability and Needs

This section assesses housing needs in Summit County. The study addresses the questions

of:

How many residents and workers are paying more than they can afford for housing?
How have costs to rent and buy housing in Summit County changed?
Where can residents working in various industries afford to buy?

How many households have friends or family members living with them because they
cannot afford to live anywhere else? How many residents are sleeping in their cars?

How many rentals are needed to meet current and future needs?

How many ownership units—including deed-restricted and market rate units—are
needed to meet current and future needs?

This section draws on findings from the resident survey and market data to estimate
current housing needs and set 5-year housing targets.

Primary Findings

Cost burden, which occurs when households pay more than 30% of their income in
housing costs, has increased significantly for 60-80% AMI renters and declined for
<30% AMI renters—possibly due to displacement. Owner cost burden fluctuated much
less, reflecting the greater housing stability offered by homeownership.

Renters in the county continue to struggle with rising rental costs, leading to higher
levels of burden, doubling up, and, in the case of the lowest income renters,
displacement. In 2021, there were about 100 fewer renter households overall in
Summit County than in 2019, a decline of nearly 3%.

About 15% of renters in Summit County could afford the units listed for rent during
spring 2023. The rent per bedroom of the median-priced market rate rental unit listed
during spring 2023 was $1,667, requiring an annual income of approximately $67,000
(around 80% AMI) or an equivalent full-time hourly wage of $32/hour.

The sold price of a single family detached home in Summit County has risen by 86%
since 2018; the price of condos and townhomes increased by 59%. To purchase the
median-valued single family detached home in Summit County, a household would
need an income of more than $450,000. An income of more than $300,000 is needed
to purchase a townhome or duplex/triplex product. A unit in a large multifamily
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complex requires an income of $200,000—more reasonable than other products, but
still unattainable for many workers and in-commuters.

As of 2022, the down payment needed for a single family detached home was
$383,000 for the county overall, up from $205,000 in 2018. For a
condo/townhome/plex, a down payment of $160,000 was required, up from $100,400
in 2018.

Fewer than 9% of Summit County renters could afford to buy the median-valued
home, regardless of type, except for a manufactured or mobile home.

m A housing needs model was developed to estimate the number of housing units
needed to accommodate the needs of renters living in poor housing conditions, in-
commuting workers, job growth, and the needs of seasonal workers. This model
projects that in the next 5 years 1,261 new rental units, with most affordable to 80%
AMI and less, and 1,506 new ownership units, with most affordable to 140% AMI and
less, could be absorbed, or an average of 252 rental units and 301 ownership units
annually. These units are in addition to the current pipeline for affordable housing and
what the market develops for vacation and second home, short term rental, and high
end market use. The need could be greater—up to 1,500 new rental units and 2,500
ownership units—if the market continues to convert units that are occupied by
workers into short-term and seasonal units.

Data Sources and Methodology

The housing affordability and needs analysis utilized a combination of current market data,
housing cost trends captured in the American Community Survey (ACS), and resident and
in-commuter needs captured in the resident survey.

Market data utilized for this section includes:

m  Summit County Assessor data,

m  Data on unit sales contributed by local real estate agents, and
m  Rental data from listings on the rents of available units.'
Housing Costs and Affordability

This section includes an overview of trends in housing prices and how price changes have
affected housing affordability. It begins with trends in cost burden, moves to an analysis of
rental costs, and then examines the costs and attainability of homeownership.

' We also examined data from the commercial data provider Co-star; their unit sample was too small for reliable rental
cost estimates.
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Households facing cost burden. The federal government, and most housing
programs, consider housing as affordable when the housing payment—the rent or
mortgage payment, plus taxes and utilities—consumes 30% or less of a household’s gross
income. Households who pay more than 30% are “cost burdened.” This standard is derived
from historically typical mortgage lending requirements, and is also applied to renters.

Households experiencing cost burden have less money to spend on other essentials like
healthcare, education, groceries, and transportation—adversely affecting their household
well-being, limiting their economic growth potential, and constraining local spending.

When households pay more than 50% of their incomes in housing costs they are
considered “severely cost burdened.” These household are typically most at risk of
displacement and struggle to manage housing and other household costs.

Federal definition of affordability

1) Housing costs are “affordable” if they do not exceed 30% of household's gross
monthly income

2) “Costs” include basic utilities, mortgage insurance, HOA fees, and property taxes

Households Households
paying more paying more than
than 30% for 50% for housing
housing are are “severely cost

“cost burdened” burdened”

As of 2021, 38% of all permanent resident renters were cost burdened, down from 43% in
2015 (a 5 percentage point decline). Owner cost burden dropped more: 28% of owners
were burdened in 2020, down from 36% in 2015 (an 8 percentage point decline).

Figure Ill-1 shows the share of renters and owners who face cost burden in Summit County
as of 2021 and how the shares of burdened households has changed since 2015. Burden
has declined for renters with incomes of $50,000 and less and increased—quite
dramatically—for renters with incomes between $50,000 and $100,000.

In contrast, the change in cost burden among owners has been more uniform across
income ranges.
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Figure llI-1.
Cost Burden by Tenure and
Income, 2015 and 2020

Note:

Data represent the percent of households paying
30% of income or more in housing costs.

Source:

5-year ACS estimates and Root Policy Research.
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Figure IlI-2 shows cost burden shifts between 2015 and 2021 for severely cost burdened
renters and owners only. The most significant shift is for owners with incomes of $20,000
and less, where severe cost burdened dropped from 89% to 24%. Severe cost burden also
declined significantly for renters with incomes of $20,000 and less, dropping from 97% to

64%.

The decrease in cost burden among the county’s lowest income households is likely related
to several factors, including renters doubling up to manage housing costs, low income
renters leaving Summit County, and owners selling their homes.
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Figure IlI-2.
Severe Cost Burden by Tenure
and Income, 2015 and 2020

Note:

Data represent the percent of households paying 50% of
income or more in housing costs.

Source:

ACS 2015 and 2021 5-year Estimates and Root Policy
Research.
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Rent trends. In 2000, most rental units occupied by permanent renters were priced in
the $500 to $800 per month range per unit (not bedroom), with very few units renting for
$2,000 or more. More than 1,600 rental units, or nearly one half of all rental units at the

time, rented for less than $800 per month.

By 2010, units renting for $800 and less had declined by 70% to about 500 units. In 2010,
most units rented between $800 and $1,500 per month.

By 2019, there were 700 fewer rental units renting at less than $1,000 per month than in
2010, and 700 more units renting at $2,000 or more.

In 2021, the largest share of rental units in Summit County rented for $2,000 or more at
38% of all units. The share of high cost rentals increased rapidly in the past few years: In
2019, 22% of all rental units rented at more than $2,000 per month.
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Figure IlI-3.
Distribution of Rent and Utility Costs, 2000, 2010, 2019, and 2021
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Note:  Occupied homes only; excludes short term or seasonal rentals.

Source: 5-year ACS and Decennial Census.

Rent increases have affected the distribution of renters by income. Figure IlI-Xxx shows
shifts in renters by income range between 2019 and 2021. In 2021, there were about 100
fewer renter households overall in Summit County than in 2019, a decline of nearly 3%. The
number of renter households with incomes of less than $35,000 declined by 300.

Figure llI-4.
Renter Income Distribution, 2019 v. 2021
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Source: 5-year ACS.

Figure 1ll-4 above suggests that renters leaving the county and being replaced by higher
income renters was a large factor in 2019 to 2021 renter income shifts.
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Current rent costs. Figure IlI-5 shows the median rent of units listed as available for long
term rental in online publications between March and June 2023.

Overall in Summit County,

m  The median rent for studios and 1-bedrooms was $2,300 per month, requiring an
annual income of $92,000, which is high for a one-person household yet possible for a
two-person household. One-bedroom units, which could accommodate two renters,
were more commonly listed than studios.

m  Two bedrooms rented for $3,100 per month. These were the most common type of
listing.

m  Median rents for 3- and 4-bedroom and larger units were $4,500 to $6,350.

m  The rent per bedroom of the median unit listed was $1,667, requiring an annual
income of approximately $67,000, or an equivalent, full-time hourly wage of $32/hour.

m  Rents per bedroom were highest in Dillon and lowest in Silverthorne.

m  Rent per square feet, in contrast, was highest in Breckenridge, where rental units are
smaller sized, and lowest in Silverthorne.

Figure IlI-5.
Median Rent of Units available for Long Term Rental, by Size, per Bedroom,
and Square Feet, March - June 2023

Studio - 1 Rent per Rentper % Accept
Location of Listing bed Bedroom Sq Ft Pets
Breckenridge $2,450 $3,150 $4,525 $7,098 $1,750 $3.28 44%
Dillon $2,300 $2,500 $4,000 $5,000 $1,775 $3.23 24%
Frisco $2,825 $3,500 $5,000 $4,800 $1,750 $3.33 30%
Silverthorne $2,000 $3,000 $4,200 $6,500 $1,500 $2.73 36%
All Summit County $2,300 $3,100 $4,500 $6,350 $1,667 $3.16 36%

Source: Root Policy Research and online rental listing services active in Summit County.

Data were also collected on if units accepted pets, given how common pets are in Summit
County, and renters’ preferences for units that accept pets. In the resident survey, several
respondents mentioned that they are currently in a challenging situation where they are
concerned about finding affordable housing that accommodates both themselves and
their pets. They expressed that leaving their community is not what they want, but giving
up their pets is not an option. One participant noted that despite having an income of
nearly $60,000 annually, they faced difficulties in finding a pet-friendly place to live within
their budget since most of the affordable homes available do not allow pets. During focus
groups, Spanish speakers expressed concerns about differential treatment regarding pets,
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noting that some property management companies apply stricter pet rules to non-White
tenants.

Overall in the county, 36% of rental units listed accepted pets. About 44% of Breckenridge
rental units listed accepted pets; this was the highest share. Dillon had the lowest share at
24%.

Rents by type. Figure IlI-6 reports the median rent by bedrooms and listing type—Long
Term Rentals (LTRs), separated by workforce and market; Monthly rentals; Short-term
rentals (STRs); and Seasonal rentals. In some cases, too few listings were available to report
medians.

For 2-bedrooms—the most commonly listed unit type—rents were highest for seasonal
rentals, followed by monthly rentals. Except for 4-bedroom STRs, the difference between
LTRs and STRs was small: the median 2-bedroom STR rents for $350 less than a 2-bedroom
LTR ($2,850 v. $3,200).

These data also demonstrate how much renters can benefit from living in affordable
rentals restricted for workforce. The difference in a 2-bedroom market and workforce
rental was $800 per month ($3,200 v. $2,400), potentially saving a renter household $9,600
per year in rental costs.

Figure llI-6.
Median Rent of Available Units, by Type of Listing and Size and per
Bedroom, March - June 2023

Rent per
Type of Listing Studio - 1 bed Bedroom
Long Term Rental $2,300 $3,100 $4,500 $6,350 $1,667
Workforce $2,400 $1,200
Market $2,300 $3,200 $4,500 $6,350 $1,750
Monthly $3,300
Short Term Rental $2,450 $2,850 $4,700 $10,000 $1,675
Seasonal Rental $4,075 $4,650

Source: Root Policy Research and online rental listing services active in Summit County..

Ability to afford rent. Figure Ill-7 shows median rents for all LTRs listed as available
between March and June 2023 compared to the rents that survey respondents reported.
The figure also shows the household income needed to afford the median rent and the
proportion of Summit County renters who can afford the median rent.
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Listings represent the costs that renters who are looking for units would be faced with if
they needed housing in the spring of 2023, whereas rents survey respondents represent
what individual renters are paying.

About 15% of renters in Summit County could afford the rents listed in spring 2023.
Renters would have a much easier time finding affordable units in Dillon (30% of renters
can afford units listed in Dillon) than in Breckenridge (9%).

Survey respondents, who are already housed, report paying much lower rents than
advertised in rental listings. The data indicate that Summit County renters need
roommates to afford market rents and, even with roommates, fewer than half of renters
can afford market rents without being cost burdened.

Figure IlI-7.
Median Rents by Location, Listings and Survey Respondents, and Income
Required to Afford, 2023

Income Renters Income Renters
Rental needed to who can Resident needed to who can
Location of Listing Listings Afford Afford Survey Afford Afford
Breckenridge $3,800 $152,000 9% $1,900 $76,000 53%
Dillon $2,500 $100,000 31% $2,200 $88,000 42%
Frisco $3,500 $140,000 13% $2,175 $87,000 42%
Silverthorne $3,500 $140,000 13% $2,000 $80,000 48%
All Summit County $3,400 $136,000 15% $2,000 $80,000 48%

Source: Root Policy Research.

Ownership

In 2000, home values, as reported by owners occupying homes in Summit County through
Census surveys, were fairly balanced across ranges, with most valued at between $200,000
and $500,000. This shifted dramatically between 2000 and 2010, and by 2010 most units
were valued in the $300,000 to $500,000 range. This coincided with a doubling of the
number of units in Summit County occupied by permanent resident owners.

The growth in the share of units valued at $500,000 or more has steadily increased since
2010. By 2019, the largest share of owner-occupied units were valued between $500,000
and $750,000.
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Figure IlI-8.
Value Distribution of Owner-Occupied Homes, 2000, 2010, 2019, and 2021
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Source: 5-year ACS and Decennial Census.

Affordability. Figure 111-9 shows the median home value by unit type from Summit
County Assessor data as of spring 2023. These data include all homes, regardless of
occupancy, and represent more than 31,000 properties in Summit County.?

Breckenridge has the highest median value for all home types. The median value of
a single family detached home was $2.87 million. Units in “plexes” had a median value
of $1.97 million, and townhomes, $1.37 million. The most affordable product in
Breckenridge is a unit in a large multifamily complex, with a median of $893,000.

Dillon is the most affordable town for single family detached homes and townhomes.
Plexes, however, have the second highest median value.

Frisco has the second highest median value for single family detached homes at
$1.83 million and is generally the most expensive town after Breckenridge.

Silverthorne offers relative affordability for plexes and large multifamily complexes.
Silverthorne’s townhomes have the second highest median value after Breckenridge's,
and the third highest value for single family detached homes.

Unincorporated Summit County has the lowest median values for units in large
multifamily complexes. Single family detached homes are relatively higher priced. The
county also provides deeply affordable options in manufactured or mobile homes.

2 For this section, unit types are defined by the Summit County Assessor, which differentiates townhomes as attached
units that are not configured in two- to six-plex developments.
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m By basin, the Upper Blue and Ten Mile have the highest median values across
housing types. The most affordable basin for single family detached homes is the
Snake River. The Lower Blue has the lowest value for townhomes and units in large
multifamily complexes.

Figure IlI-9.
Median Home Value by Type, 2023

Single family Large Manufactured/
Detached Townhome Du- to Sixplex Multifamily Mobile home
Breckenridge $2,867,300 $1,366,850 $1,962,900 $893,000
Dillon $1,401,700 $994,900 $1,620,000 $883,200
Frisco $1,830,200 $1,164,600 $1,407,600 $844,600
Silverthorne $1,660,250 $1,218,200 $948,500 $657,500
Unincorporated County $1,504,900 $1,006,100 $1,135,400 $693,100 $107,600
Summit County overall $1,687,200 $1,125,200 $1,248,100 $768,500 $107,650
Lower Blue $1,519,800 $993,600 $1,041,950 $678,100
Snake River $1,379,950 $1,088,500 $1,034,000 $729,850 $128,400
Upper Blue $1,880,300 $1,244,100 $1,817,000 $871,900 $85,200
Ten Mile $1,859,850 $1,209,200 $1,420,550 $800,850

Source: Summit County Assessor.

Figure I1I-10 expands on Figure 11I-9 with the income needed to service a mortgage on the
median-valued home, by home type, in Summit County. The “income needed” calculations
assume a 30-year mortgage, 7% interest rate, 20% down payment, and an additional 27%
of the mortgage payment for HOA fees, utilities, and taxes.

The lowest household income needed to afford a median-valued home in Summit County,
excluding manufactured or mobile homes, is $177,774. This income is required to afford a
unit in a large multifamily complex in Silverthorne.

For Summit County overall,

m  The median-valued single family detached home requires an income of $456,183;
m  Townhome requires an income of $304,230;
m  A“plex” product requires an income of $337,460;

= Aunitin alarge multifamily complex requires an income of $207,786; and
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m A manufactured or mobile home—by far the most affordable product, but very rare in
the county—requires an income of $29,106.> These data do not include lot rents that
would be paid by manufactured or mobile home occupants and could double the
income needed to afford a manufactured or mobile home.

Fewer than 9% of Summit County renters could afford to buy the median-valued home,
regardless of type, except for a manufactured or mobile home.

An analysis of the data by square feet and number of bedrooms shows that smaller sized
units were still valued well above what most Summit County renters can afford. In the
county overall, single family detached homes and plexes with less than 1,250 square feet
have a median value of $1 million, and townhomes, $907,000. Small units in large
multifamily complexes have the lowest median value at $724,250.

3 This assumes mortgage financing comparable to other products. The cost is likely to be higher if the unit is considered
person, not real, property.
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Figure IlI-10.
Income Required to Afford the Median Home Value by Type, 2023

Single family Income Income Income Large Income  Manufactured/  Income

Detached Needed Townhome Needed Du-to Sixplex Needed Multifamily Needed Mobile home Needed
Breckenridge $2,867,300 $775,258 $1,366,850 $369,567 $1,962,900 $530,727 $893,000 $241,448
Dillon $1,401,700 $378,990 $994,900 $269,000 $1,620,000 $438,014 $883,200 $238,799
Frisco $1,830,200 $494,848 $1,164,600 $314,883 $1,407,600 $380,585 $844,600 $228,362
Silverthorne $1,660,250 $448,897 $1,218,200 $329,376 $948,500 $256,454 $657,500 $177,774

Unincorporated County  $1,504,900 $406,893 $1,006,100 $272,028 $1,135,400 $306,988 $693,100 $187,400 $107,600 $29,093

Summit County $1,687,200 $456,183 $1,125,200 $304,230 $1,248,100 $337,460 $768,500 $207,786 $107,650 $29,106
Lower Blue $1,519,800 $410,922 $993,600 $268,649 $1,041,950 $281,721 $678,100 $183,344

Snake River $1,379,950 $373,109 $1,088,500 $294,307 $1,034,000 $279,572 $729,850 $197,336 $128,400 $34,717

Upper Blue $1,880,300 $508,394 $1,244,100 $336,378 $1,817,000 $491,279 $871,900 $235,743 $85,200 $23,036
Ten Mile $1,859,850 $502,864 $1,209,200 $326,942 $1,420,550 $384,087 $800,850 $216,533

Source: Summit County Assessor and Root Policy Research.
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Figure Ill-11 estimates the years of income renters and workers in key professions would
need to service a mortgage on the median-value home—on top of saving for a down
payment. The numbers assume that the workers live in households with another similarly-
paid worker and use the average number of workers per household in Summit County.

m  To afford the monthly mortgage payment on a single family detached home, workers
in arts, entertainment, and recreation would need to have 6 times their annual salary.
For a townhome, 4 times their annual salary would be needed, and for multifamily
unit, 3 times. Workers in public works have a similar need.

m  Construction and health care workers get the closet to being able to service debt on a

large multifamily complex; however, this would still require 3 times their annual salary.

m  Teachers in Summit County would need 5 times their annual salary to afford to buy a
single family detached home; 3 times for a townhome; and 2 times for a unitin a large
multifamily complex.

m  All workers would have an easy time servicing debt on a manufactured or mobile
home.

Figure llI-1.
Years of Income needed to Afford the Median Home Value for Key
Professions, Summit County, 2023

Single family Large Manufactured/
Detached Townhome Multifamily = Mobile home
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation 6 4 3 0
Construction 3 2 2 0
Public Works 6 4 3 0
Education 5 3 2 0
Health Care 4 3 2 0

Source: Summit County Assessor and Root Policy Research.

Assessor data provide a comprehensive view of the market value of all properties in
Summit County—but they do not necessarily represent the choices or options faced by a
potential buyer if they were looking to buy at a point in time. Multiple Listing Service (MLS)
data are a better measure of current buying options.

Figure 11-12 replicates Figure 111-10 with MLS data, separating single family detached homes
into market and deed-restricted. Townhomes, plexes, and multifamily condos are
aggregated in the MLS data. The MLS data represent slightly different geographies, using
submarket areas in some cases instead of town or unincorporated county boundaries (for
example, the Town of Dillon and Dillon Valley are combined in MLS data).
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Figure Ill-12 reveals a stark different in the affordability between market and deed-
restricted single family detached homes. In Summit County overall and in the towns with
deed-restricted transactions, deed-restricted homes sold for $300,000 to $400,000 less
than market rate homes. The income required to purchase a deed-restricted home was
approximately $375,000 less than that required for a market rate home.

The price differential is smaller for condos/townhomes/plexes at $75,000 to $100,000, and
the income differential, around $100,000.
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Figure IlI-12.
Income Required to Afford the Median Listed Home by Type, 2022

Single Family Detached

No. Listed Listed
Market Rate Income Needed and Sold Deed-restricted Income Needed and Sold
Breckenridge $2,000,000 $540,758 197 $643,572 $174,008 5
Dillon/Dillon Valley $1,292,500 $349,465 36 N/A N/A
Frisco $1,822,710 $492,822 30 N/A N/A
Silverthorne/Wildernest $2,014,798 $544,759 122 $522,320 $141,224 13
Copper Mountain $3,300,000 $892,250 5 N/A N/A
Keystone $2,500,000 $675,947 17 N/A N/A
Summit County $1,916,000 $518,046 407 $522,320 $141,224 19

Condo/Townhome/Plexes

No. Listed Listed
Market Rate Income Needed andSold Deed-restricted Income Needed and Sold
Breckenridge $820,000 $221,711 241 $475,000 $128,430 21
Dillon/Dillon Valley $568,393 $153,681 102 $236,670 $63,990 6
Frisco $1,022,500 $276,462 98 $510,000 $137,893 4
Silverthorne/Wildernest $725,000 $196,025 185 $448,402 $121,238 41
Copper Mountain $855,000 $231,174 50 $307,000 $83,006 5
Keystone $795,000 $214,951 218 $407,414 $110,156 3
Summit County $799,500 $216,168 894 $448,402 $121,238 80

Income
Difference

$366,750

$403,535

$376,822

Income
Difference

$93,281
$89,691
$138,569
$74,786
$148,168
$104,795
$94,930

Source: Summit County Accessor and Root Policy Research.
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Just 19 deed-restricted single family detached homes were sold through the MLS in 2023;
80 deed-restricted condos/townhomes/plexes were sold. These represent 4% and 9% of
transactions, respectively. Similar to market rate units, some deed-restricted homes may
be sold by owners and owner agents and not run through the MLS; as such, the deed-
restricted homes represented in the table above are a sample of units sold.

Figures 111-13 through 111-18 show trends in the prices of homes that were listed and sold in
Summit County between 2018 and 2022. The prices of single family detached homes have
increased by 86% in the county overall, with the highest price increase in the Silverthorne
and Wildernest market, where prices jumped by 114%. Prices in the Copper Mountain
market have been much higher than in other areas and have been more stable.

Figure IlI-13.
Median Price of Market Rate Single Family Detached Homes, 2018-2022

$4,500,000
$4,000,000
= Summit County
$3,500,000
18% =RBreckenridge
$3,000,000 ——Dillon/Dillon Valley
$2,500,000 88% ——Frisco
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51%
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Source: Multiple Listing Service.

As shown in Figure lll-14, price increases for condos, townhomes, and plexes have been a
bit more tempered, with Frisco being the exception: In Frisco’s case, the median priced
condo/townhome/plex rose by 85%, compared to 51% for the single family detached
home. Copper Mountain also saw prices of condo/townhome/plex units increase faster
than single family detached homes.
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Figure llI-14.
Median Price of Market Rate Condo/Townhome/Plexes, 2018-2022
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Source: Multiple Listing Service.

Figures 111-15 and IllI-16 show the change in the mortgage payment and HOA fees required
to service the debt on the median priced home. A combination of home price increases
and interest rate increase have dramatically increased the monthly payment.

Figures 111-17 and I1I-18 show trends in the down payment required to purchase the median
priced single family detached home and condo/townhome/plex. As of 2022, the down
payment needed for a single family detached home was $383,000 for the county overall, up
from $205,000 in 2018. For a condo/townhome/plex, a down payment of $160,000 was
required, up from $100,400 in 2018.
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Figure IlI-15.
Median Mortgage Payment with HOA fee, Market Rate Single Family
Detached Homes, 2018-2022
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Source: Multiple Listing Service and Root Policy Research.
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Figure llI-16.
Median Mortgage Payment with HOA Fee, Market Rate
Condo/Townhome/Plexes, 2018-2022
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Source: Multiple Listing Service and Root Policy Research.
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Figure I11-17.
20% Down payment Required on Median-Priced Market Rate Single Family
Detached Home, 2018-2022
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Source: Multiple Listing Service and Root Policy Research.
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Figure I11-18.
20% Down payment Required on Median-Priced Market Rate
Condo/Townhome/Plex, 2018-2022
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Source: Multiple Listing Service and Root Policy Research.

Figure I1I-19 on the following page shows the number of homes listed for sale between
2018 and 2022 and affordable at Area Median Income (AMI) ranges. The table separates
single family detached homes and condos, attached products (townhomes, plexes), and
mobile homes by market rate and deed-restriction.

In 2018, approximately 17% of single family detached homes were priced affordably for
buyers with incomes of less than 160% of the AMI; by 2022, this had dropped to 3%.
Similarly, in 2018, 60% of condo/attached products/mobile homes were affordable for
buyers with incomes of less than 160% of the AMI, compared to 34% in 2022.

Deed-restricted products show very different trends, with affordability improving or
adjusting slightly between 2018 and 2022. It is important to note that the table shows only
those deed-restricted products that were sold through the Multiple Listing Services (MLS)
and is therefore a sample of deed-restricted homes sold during this period.
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Figure I1I-19.
Sold Housing Units by Area Median Income Affordability, 2018 - 2022

2018-2022 Change

Income Range

Market Rate Single Family Detached
< 80% AMI 4 1% 1 0% 1 0% 0 0% 1 0% 3 1%
80-99% AMI 3 1% 2 0% 3 0% 0 0% 0 0% -3 -1%
100-119% AMI 4 1% 5 1% 7 1% 6 1% 3 1% -1 0%
120-159% AMI 80 15% 45 9% 54 9% 10 2% 10 2% 70 -13%
>160% AMI 447 83% 456 90% 539 89% 615 97% 393 97% -54 14%
Total 538 100% 509 100% 604 100% 631 100% 407 100% -131
Market Rate Condo/Attached/Mobile Home
< 80% AMI 62 5% 35 3% 50 3% 11 1% 8 1% -54 -4%
80-99% AMI 126 10% 111 9% 112 8% 65 5% 35 4% -91 -6%
100-119% AMI 227 19% 167 14% 198 13% 119 8% 68 8% -159 1%
120-159% AMI 312 26% 314 26% 410 28% 318 22% 192 22% -120 -4%
>160% AMI 483 40% 595 49% 699 48% 912 64% 590 66% 107 26%
Total 1210 100% 1222 100% 1469 100% 1425 100% 893 100% 317
Deed-restricted Single Family Detached
< 80% AMI 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 6% 0 0% 0 0%
80-99% AMI 0 0% 0 0% 2 13% 1 6% 0 0% 0 0%
100-119% AMI 0 0% 2 13% 6 37% 3 18% 12 63% 12 63%
120-159% AMI 3 60% 12 80% 6 37% 10 59% 6 32% 3 -28%
>160% AMI 2 40% 1 7% 2 13% 2 12% 1 5% -1 35%
Total 5 100% 15 100% 16 100% 17 101% 19 100% 14
Deed-restricted Condo/Attached/Mobile Home
< 80% AMI 25 31% 9 17% 19 26% 10 14% 1 14% 14 17%
80-99% AMI 17 21% 15 28% 21 29% 26 35% 23 29% 6 8%
100-119% AMI 24 30% 19 35% 29 40% 29 39% 26 33% 2 3%
120-159% AMI 13 16% 11 20% 3 4% 5 7% 19 24% 6 8%
>160% AMI 1 1% 0 0% 0 0% 4 5% 1 1% 0 0%
Total 80 100% 54 100% 72 100% 74 100% 80 100% 0

Source: Multiple Listing Service and Root Policy Research.
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Drivers of price increases. The upward pressure on home prices is driven by the
incomes of those outside of Summit County who are purchasing homes for second or
vacation use, as investments, and/or for retirement. According to an analysis of mortgage
loan data (see Figure 11-35 in Section Il), buyers who originated mortgages for principal
residences have significantly lower incomes ($103,000 median income for the county
overall) than second home buyers ($291,000) and investment property buyers ($209,000),
and this is consistent across years.

This is further demonstrated by Figure 111-20, which compares trends in the median income
of permanent resident, 2-person households in Summit County with the affordable home
price for these households and the average sales prices of units. Median incomes have
remained relatively flat, while the amount households can afford has risen due to interest
rate declines. Since 2018, the gap between what a household can afford and the actual
sales prices of units in multifamily buildings has risen consistently, and the gap widened
significantly during 2020.

Figure Il1-20.
Average Sales Price for Homes in Multifamily Buildings v. Affordability for
Median-income 2-person Household, 2007 - 2021
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Source: Root Policy Research.
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Housing Unit Shortage Analysis

This section estimates current and future housing needs. While analysis of market data
provides a broad picture of need, it can obscure the effect on residents most vulnerable to
high housing costs and lack of available housing. As such, the housing unit shortage
analysis is informed by resident survey data on households who are living in precarious
housing conditions; in-commuters who would make trade-offs to live in Summit County;
and seasonal workers who are seeking permanent housing solutions. The needs of renters
who are cost burdened are addressed through better meeting the needs of these resident
groups.

This section begins with descriptions of the main drivers of housing needs and the
underlying assumptions used in estimating and projecting needs. It concludes with three 5-
year needs scenarios. Those drivers include:

= Needs of residents currently Living in Summit County;
= Needs of Workers in Summit County, including in-commuters; and
= Needs generated by future Job Growth.

The needs scenarios also factor in planned unit development and potential increases in
available units through resales.

Living in Summit County. Current needs estimates begin with the needs of
residents living in Summit County, including households in precarious conditions, renters
needing more affordable units, and renters who desire to own.

Households in precarious conditions. The resident survey asked residents to identify
the type of housing they occupied most often during 2022. Among the options were living
out of a car; living in a recreational vehicle, camper, or van; living in a tent or open space;
and living in a hotel or motel—as well as more traditional options (renting an apartment,
living in an owned home). Respondents were also asked if someone lived with them who
was sleeping on a couch or the floor, and if they were living in housing in poor or fair
condition. These survey responses were used to estimate the total number of Summit
County residents experiencing these housing conditions.

Based on the resident survey, it is estimated that:

m  75to 100 renters are currently sleeping in their cars, generating a need for 37.5 to 50
rental units, at 2 persons per household.

m  Twenty-one percent of households in the resident survey said that they are providing
housing for someone who is sleeping on a couch or the floor. This is equivalent to 742
people in Summit County who need rental units. At 2 persons per household, 371
units are needed for these residents.
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In addition to these renters, an estimated 917 renters are living in housing they report as
“poor” or “fair.” Of these renters, 59% are cost burdened and 28% are severely cost
burdened. These renters create demand for new units if they are in units that cannot
improved because their landlord refuses or the condition is too poor for rehabilitation. The
needs model estimates that 25% of these renters need new units, or 115 units.

Renters needing more affordable units. The housing needs model prioritizes renters
living in precarious housing conditions by fully accounting for their needs. For renters who
are more stably housed but who struggle with continued rent increases, rental unit
production that increases the LTR vacancy rate to 5% would help to stabilize prices. The
needs model increases the inventory of LTR at the 80-120% AMI level to add stability; this
may also reduce the level of cost burden for >60% AMI renters. This adds close to 250 new
units to the LTR inventory.

Working in Summit County.

Seasonal workers. Fifty-six percent of seasonal workers expressed a desire to live and
work in the county year around and cannot find or afford such housing; this is equivalent
to about 2,500 seasonal workers. The model prioritizes housing units for seasonal workers
who are living in the least stable housing conditions—about 25% of all seasonal workers.

Year around workers. Workers who rent and express a “very strong” interest in
purchasing deed-restricted homes in Summit County are accommodated though new
ownership units. Those who can afford market rate units are assumed to be
accommodated without public subsidy. The model also assumes that some of the LTR units
freed up by these renters becoming owners are made available to assist with rental needs.

In-commuters. A large share of in-commuters—61% of those responding to the survey—
express a desire to rent in Summit County if they could afford housing. Altogether, around
11,500 workers commute into Summit County for work. These in-commuters generate
demand for an estimated 1,264 rental units and 2,023 ownership units. Half of these in-
commuters have incomes that fall within 51% to 100% of Summit County’'s AMI.

New workers. The Colorado Department of Local Affairs (DOLA) projects job growth for
Summit County. By 2027, 1,454 new jobs will be created in the county. The model assumes
these workers will have a slightly lower ownership rate as currently exists in the county,
and that wages by occupation will resemble the relative wage that workers are paid in
2022. New workers will create demand for 688 rental units and 188 ownership units

New unit production. The model accounts for planned rental and ownership units
that have a reasonable chance of being developed in the next 5 years, and excludes units
that have been built and for which certificates of occupancy (COs) have been issued. These
units are accounted for based on their planned affordability levels.
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Resales. The model assumes that some of the 1,572 units for purchase by renters
wanting to buy and able to afford market rate units will be available. This number is based
on the proportion of survey respondent owners who said they planned to leave the county.

Housing needs estimates. Three housing needs scenarios were developed. Figure
[11-21 shows a middle-ground estimate of needs for the county, based on the assumptions
above. In addition to those assumptions:

m  This scenario assumes that only 20% of the LTR units occupied by renters who become
owners are available to meet the need for more rental units and that 20% of owners
selling and leaving the county will sell to permanent residents.

m |talso assumes that 50% of in-commuters needs are met for renters and 25% for
owners. Reducing housing needs projected for in-commuters has a large impact on
needs.

m  This scenario assumes that some of the planned rental units in the 100-140% AMI
range will house lower income renters. Those renters would benefit from and prefer
those units to overcrowded or unsafe conditions even if they face some level of cost
burden. Demand for rental units by very low income renters far exceeds what is able
to be met by public subsidies.

m  Similarly, the model assumes that a share of sold units priced at 150% AMI and greater
will be purchased by moderate income renters using down payment assistance and
possible deed restrictions.

The town-level estimates were based on this scenario.

Under this scenario, in the next 5 years, 1,261 new rental units and 1,506 new
ownership units for workforce could be absorbed, or an average of 252 rental
units and 301 ownership units annually. These units are /n addition to what the private
market develops for vacation and second home, short term rental, and high end market
use. The need could be greater—up to 1,500 new rental units and 2,500 ownership units—
if the market continues to convert units that are occupied by workers into short-term and
seasonal units.

Figures 111-22 through I111-26 show needs by town and for the unincorporated area. These
needs were determined by geographically allocating the countywide needs based on
renters’ needs captured in the resident survey; renters who express interest in deed-
restricted homeownership; and, for in-commuters, job growth, and seasonal worker units,
the concentration of jobs and projected job growth.

In addition to total units needed, by rentership and ownership, the figures show needs /¥
planned developments are not built, which increases needs significantly in most
communities.
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m In Breckenridge, five-year needs are concentrated in rental units, mostly for renters
earning 31 to 60% AMI. An estimated 426 rental units for workforce could be absorbed
in the next 5 years to accommodate in-commuters and job growth. This is driven by
projected job growth in the food, accommodations, and recreation industry. On the
ownership side, if all planned affordable ownership products are developed, demand
for affordable ownership products will be 222 new units and will mostly be driven by
renters with incomes between 81 and 140% AMI who rent and hope to buy in
Breckenridge. However, the ownership estimates assume that renters have available a
share of the higher priced ownership units under development (265 units) and resold
(65 units) by current owners—possible only with a softening of interest rate hikes
heavy down payment assistance. These estimates assume that 50% of in-commuting
renters and 25% of in-commuting owners who express interest living in Breckenridge
receive housing. If affordable rental and ownership products are developed beyond
projected needs, they are likely to be absorbed by additional in-commuters.

= In Dillon, projected housing needs total 167 rental units—mostly for low income
renters earning less than 60% AMI—and another 102 ownership units, distributed
among 61 and 140% AMI. These estimates assume no planned development; the need
could be relieved through redevelopment and new builds of designated affordable
and mixed-income developments.

m In Frisco, needs total 71 rental units, mostly affordable to 31 to 80% AMI renters, and
150 ownership units, mostly affordable to 81 to 140% AMI renters wanting to own in
Frisco. These represent the lower bound need and are contingent upon development
of the 159 rental units and 71 ownership units planned to be developed in Frisco;
however, not all are entitled.

The ownership estimates assume that renters have available a share of the higher
priced ownership units under development and resold by current owners. Although
this may be possible with heavy down payment assistance, it is more likely that the
ownership needs are closer to 190 units for 81 to 140% AMI renters.

m In Silverthorne, needs are concentrated in affordable ownership: 228 affordable
ownership units are projected to be needed and affordable to 81 to 140% AMI renters
who desire to buy in Silverthorne. In addition, 63 rentals units are needed, mostly
affordable to 61 to 80% AMI renters.

m  The unincorporated county, including Copper Mountain and Keystone, is
estimated to absorb about 50% of all need. This is based partially on job generation
and mostly on the ability to absorb the needs of in-commuters who want to live in the
county and the needs of current renters who are living in poor conditions.

Overall, 552 rental units are needed in the next five years, with the majority of these
affordable to 31 to 100% AMI renters. On the ownership side, 817 units could be
absorbed, with most generated by current renters in the county who desire to be
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owners and are willing to live in deed-restricted housing. These should be affordable
to 81 to 140% AMI renters desiring ownership. Of these units:

> In Copper Mountain, based on the resident survey and projected job
growth, there is demand for approximately 92 rental units and 27 ownership
units.

» In Keystone, there is demand for approximately 199 rental units and 66
ownership units.
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Figure IlI-21.
Housing Needs by AMI, Countywide, 2028

Current and Future Needs Planned and Available Units Remaining Needs
Renters to
Living in Summit Seasonal Worker Owners and Planned 5-year Units  Avg. Annual
County In-commuters Job Growth Units Planned Units Resales Seasonal Beds Needed Need
Renters

0-30% AMI 38 32 65 135 27
31-60% AMI 186 113 293 116 236 20 453 91
61-80% AMI 300 113 281 22 197 36 20 464 93
81-100% AMI 196 211 114 69 254 89 246 49
101-120% AMI 65 81 22 106 38 24 5
121-140% AMI 49 30 122 50 93 -19
141-150% AMI 0 0
151% AMI+ 32 32 6

Total Units Needed 784 632 688 327 914 213 39 1261 252

Total if Planned

Units are not Built 2214 443

Owners

0-30% AMI
31-60% AMI
61-80% AMI 182 182 36
81-100% AMI 444 98 48 60 531 106
101-120% AMI 189 98 48 76 260 52
121-140% AMI 248 183 43 52 421 84
141-150% AMI 51 14 52 13 3
151% AMI+ 371 112 49 120 314 98 20

Total 1485 506 188 359 314 N/A 1506 301

Total if Planned

Units are not Built 1865 373

Source: Root Policy Research.
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Figure I11-22.
Housing Needs by AMI, Breckenridge, 2028

Current and Future Needs Planned and Available Units Remaining Needs
Renters to
Living in Summit Seasonal Worker Owners and Planned 5-year Units  Avg. Annual
AMI Range County In-commuters Job Growth Units Planned Units Resales Seasonal Beds Needed Need
Renters
0-30% AMI 8 12 26 45 9
31-60% AMI 38 40 104 46 60 169 34
61-80% AMI 62 40 100 9 104 8 99 20
81-100% AMI 40 75 40 27 104 18 60 12
101-120% AMI 13 29 9 30 8 13 3
121-140% AMI 17 12 10 19 4
141-150% AMI 0 0
151% AMI+ 12 9 2
Total 162 224 244 130 298 44 426 85
Total if Planned
Units are not Built 724 145
Owners
0-30% AMI 0 0
31-60% AMI 0 0
61-80% AMI 37 37 7
81-100% AMI 91 35 17 52 92 18
101-120% AMI 39 35 17 52 39 8
121-140% AMI 51 65 15 52 79 16
141-150% AMI 11 5 52 -36 -7
151% AMI+ 76 40 17 58 65 11 2
Total 306 179 67 265 65 222 44
Total if Planned
Units are not Built 487 o7
Source: Root Policy Research.
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Figure I11-23.
Housing Needs by AMI, Dillon, 2028

Current and Future Needs

Living in Summit

County In-commuters Job Growth
Renters
0-30% AMI 4 2
31-60% AMI 22 6 16
61-80% AMI 35 6 15
81-100% AMI 23 1" 6
101-120% AMI 8 4
121-140% AMI 3
141-150% AMI
151% AMI+ 2
Total 92 34 37

Total if Planned
Units are not Built

Owners

0-30% AMI

31-60% AMI

61-80% AMI 10

81-100% AMI 24 5 3

101-120% AMI 10 5 3

121-140% AMI 14 10 2

141-150% AMI 3 1

151% AMI+ 20 6 3
Total 82 27 10

Total if Planned
Units are not Built

Planned and Available Units

Renters to
Owners and
Resales

Planned
Seasonal Beds

Seasonal Worker
Units Planned Units

3

6

1 2
3 5
1 2
1 3
16 12

Remaining Needs

5-year Units  Avg. Annual
Needed Need
9 2
49 10
56 11
39 8
11 2
1 0
0 0
2 0
167 33
167 33
0 0
0 0
10 2
32 6
18 4
26 5
4 1
12 2
102 20
102 51

Source: Root Policy Research.
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Figure llI-24.
Housing Needs by AMI, Frisco, 2028

Current and Future Needs Planned and Available Units Remaining Needs
Renters to
Living in Summit Seasonal Worker Owners and Planned S-year Units  Avg. Annual
County In-commuters Job Growth Units Planned Units Resales Seasonal Beds Needed Need
Renters

0-30% AMI 5 3 6 14 3
31-60% AMI 27 10 26 10 11 62 12
61-80% AMI 43 10 25 2 11 5 64 13
81-100% AMI 28 19 10 6 33 12 18 4
101-120% AMI 9 7 2 11 5 2 0
121-140% AMI 4 3 92 7 -92 -18
141-150% AMI 0 0
151% AMI+ 3 3 1
Total 113 56 61 28 159 29 71 14

Total if Planned
Units are not Built 230 e

Owners
0-30% AMI 0 0
31-60% AMI 0 0
61-80% AMI 25 25 5
81-100% AMI 60 9 4 8 65 13
101-120% AMI 26 9 4 4 35 7
121-140% AMI 34 16 4 54 "
141-150% AMI 7 1 8 2
151% AMI+ 50 10 4 59 43 -37 -7
Total 202 45 17 71 43 150 30
it .
Source: Root Policy Research.
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Figure IlI1-25.
Housing Needs by AMI, Silverthorne, 2028

Current and Future Needs Planned and Available Units Remaining Needs
Renters to
Living in Summit Seasonal Worker Owners and Planned 5-year Units  Avg. Annual
AMI Range County In-commuters Job Growth Units Planned Units Resales Seasonal Beds Needed Need
Renters
0-30% AMI 6 4 6 16 3
31-60% AMI 31 14 37 10 65 20 7 1
61-80% AMI 50 14 35 2 4 20 77 15
81-100% AMI 33 26 14 6 35 11 33 7
101-120% AMI 11 10 2 65 5 -47 -9
121-140% AMI 6 3 30 6 -27 -5
141-150% AMI 0 0
151% AMI+ 4 4 1
Total 130 79 86 28 195 26 39 63 13
Total if Planned
Units are not Built 297 59
Owners
0-30% AMI 0 0
31-60% AMI 0 0
61-80% AMI 22 22 4
81-100% AMI 55 12 6 73 15
101-120% AMI 23 12 6 42 8
121-140% AMI 30 23 5 59 12
141-150% AMI 6 2 8 2
151% AMI+ 46 14 6 3 39 24 5
Total 183 63 24 39 228 46
Total if Planned
Units are not Built 228 6
Source: Root Policy Research.
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Figure IlI-26.
Housing Needs by AMI, Unincorporated County, 2028

Current and Future Needs Planned and Available Units

Renters to
Living in Summit Seasonal Worker Owners and Planned
County In-commuters Job Growth Units Planned Units Resales Seasonal Beds
Renters
0-30% AMI 14 12 25
31-60% AMI 68 43 110 44 100
61-80% AMI 110 43 106 8 81 16
81-100% AMI 72 79 43 26 81 39
101-120% AMI 24 31 8 17
121-140% AMI 18 1" 22
141-150% AMI
151% AMI+ 12
Total 287 238 259 125 262 93 0
Total if Planned
Units are not Built
Owners
0-30% AMI
31-60% AMI
61-80% AMI 87
81-100% AMI 213 37 18
101-120% AMI 91 37 18 20
121-140% AMI 119 69 16
141-150% AMI 24 5
151% AMI+ 178 42 19 138
Total 713 191 71 20 138

Total if Planned
Units are not Built

Remaining Needs

5-year Units

Avg. Annual

Needed Need

51
165
170
100

552

814

87
268
126
204

30
101
817

837

10
33
34
20

54
25
41

20
163

167

Source: Root Policy Research.
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SECTION 1V.
Focus Group Findings

Focus group discussions were conducted with three distinct groups to support the Summit
County Housing Needs Assessment (HNA):

m  Employers of a diverse set of industries and representing small and large businesses;
m  Seniors and persons with disabilities; and

m  Spanish speaking residents.
This section describes the primary findings from those discussions.

Methodology

Focus groups are discussions, generally with 12 to 15 people, that explore particular issues
in depth. Attendees were made aware of the groups through trusted organizations—
Mountain Dreamers, Staying in Summit (SIS), Timberline Adult Care, Summit County Senior
Center, and the Summit County Chamber of Commerce.

The focus groups conducted to support the HNA complemented the resident survey
through nuanced discussions about residents’ and employees’ experiences finding and
keeping housing; housing preferences; overcrowdedness and safety in housing;
accessibility in housing; and supportive services and long term care needs. Employers
discussed challenges their workers face finding housing and how that affects their ability to
recruit and retain staff.

The employer focus group was conducted on May 22", The seniors focus group was
conducted the morning of April 3 at the Senior Center. Two Spanish speaking focus
groups were conducted at Dillon Valley Elementary School on the evening of April 5.

A total of 60 residents and business owners participated in focus group discussions."

Resident and Employer Profile

Employers participating in focus group discussions represented Arapahoe Basin, Copper
Mountain, Vail Resorts, Breckenridge Grand Vacations, 1 Bank, Vail Health, Centura,
Village at Copper, Xcel Energy, staff of Towns, independent mortgage brokers, and the

1 43 residents—30 Spanish speakers and 13 seniors—and 17 employers.
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Chamber of Commerce. Altogether, these employers represented more than 5,000
employees, with about 2,500 of those seasonal workers.

The seniors and persons with disabilities group included full- and part-time workers, active
volunteers, and retirees. Many are long-time owners in the county who occupied their
homes full time upon relocating to the county for retirement. When employed they worked
as teachers, accountants, engineers, real estate agents, and for the public sector. They
have lived in Summit County full time for a range of 2 to 15 years. Many are active
volunteers and support immigrant services, arts and culture, and faith-based
organizations.

Three attendees were employed by the Timberline Center and owned homes outside of
the county or rented within the county.

Longtime Spanish-speaking residents noted they have been in the county for 5 and up to
20 years and they tend to come from Mexico. Newer residents who have arrived in the
county within the past year were more likely to originate from Nicaragua and Argentina.

Employer Perspectives

On average, about 10% of positions with major employers in the county are unfilled. Most
attributed this to lack of affordable housing. Seasonal positions are the most difficult to fill
if employers are not providing housing for these workers.

Employers expressed the most concern around housing for middle management
workforce (generally earning between $60,000 and $100,000/year). Employers need
housing to recruit these employees; the dormitory-style housing that accommodates
seasonal workers is not meant for permanent middle management workforce. Some
employers said that housing is a concern for a// employees, regardless of income.

It is critical that new employees find rental housing in the first 90 days after accepting a job;
otherwise, they will leave. Several employees had new workers quit and take jobs in Grand
Junction or the Front Range because they could not find housing.

Another critical juncture is the two year mark. This is typically when employees have
decided to stay in Summit County and begin to look to buy homes. If they feel they have a
very low chance of purchasing in the county, they may look outside of the county and then
leave for jobs closer to their homes. They may also try to obtain deed-restricted housing
through the lottery, but it is oversubscribed. They may feel it is too risky to wait for a deed-
restricted home.
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“The first thing we discuss in onboarding is housing. Everyone will ask for
housing, regardless of their income. ”

Income thresholds. Employers need to pay competitively to attract workers, and the
Area Median Income (AMI) limits used to qualify renters and buyers for affordable housing
lag wage increases. Complexes that set eligibility at 60% AMI “eliminate 90% of our
employees.” Once employees combine incomes, they cannot qualify for publicly subsidized
units.

“The problem is that units are being built for 60% to 110% AMI...but demand is
below and above that range.”

Workforce rentals. Most resort employers said they are close to meeting the
demand for entry-level, seasonal beds. It's when employees leave employer-provided
housing that they struggle, and most employers are unsure of where their employees find
housing beyond master leases that some employers maintain.

The most common solution for employers is master leasing, and all major employers have
master lease programs.

Many employers said that master leases for non-seasonal workforce are becoming harder
to find: employers typically individually contact condo complexes and ask if owners would
be willing to lease to employees. The going rate for master leased units is
$1,100/bed/month; employers subsidize these rates to get them to an affordable price for
seasonal workers (generally a subsidy of $400/bed/month).

Owners are increasingly less likely to master lease because they can make double the
revenue off of STRs. Some employers have had master lease owners leave their programs
and convert to STRs or raise their asking rate: one employer shared that they had an owner
offer to long term lease a studio for $4,000 per month. Owners increasingly expect long
term leases to be economically equivalent to STR revenue, to help them recoup the higher
mortgages they are paying to acquire the units. STRs are also attractive to owners because
they allow owners to still spend time in the property.

“l find it ironic that we are now converting hotels into workforce housing...in
response to long-term rental units being converted to short-term/vacation
use.”

Many of the county’s larger employers have part- or fill-time staff solely dedicated to
running their housing subsidy programs and managing the units they own and rent. Some
also offer community, personal (mental health, personal finance), and housing navigation
services.
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Deed-restrictions and ownership. Some employers feel that deed restricted
products “don’t work” for workforce. Some employees have been told they earn only
$1,000 too much over the AMI threshold! Many employers expressed that it would be ideal
to have some latitude and flexibility in income eligibility.

Alternatively, single employees who want to buy cannot qualify for deed-restricted housing
because their incomes are too low ($80,000 per year).

Others view deed-restricted products as a reasonable solution when calibrated properly.
They feel that concerns about depressed equity gains are overblown and that owners of
deed-restricted units can find other ways to invest to gain wealth.

Many employers expressed frustration at the place of work requirements in covenants. If
an employer site is across the street from a town—but they are located in another town or
the unincorporated county—their staff is ineligible.

“Stringent place of work requirements on deed-restricted homes...is
inconsistent with how labor markets function. Deed-restricted homes should
be available for workers throughout the county, not restricted to the town in

which they work.”

Many employers took issue with the way some deed-restricted properties are resold,
feeling that they should go back through a lottery process.

If an employee cannot quality for affordable units because they earn too much, their only
option is market rate for-sale housing. For workers who want to buy, the gap between
deed-restricted housing and market rate for-sale housing is much too wide. Market rate
housing is rarely a solution for workforce.

“Many staff make too much to qualify for deed-restricted for-sale housing
but their incomes are way under for market rate housing. This is especially
true of families.”

Many employers expressed the need for a for-sale product priced in between deed-
restricted and market rate. This product would be targeted to middle management
workforce and to families. The Housing Helps program helps meet this need and is very
helpful for workforce who are close to being able to afford market rate homes. The
generous down payment programs offered by towns and the county are also incredibly
helpful and much better than those offered by the state.

Most employers said they are more incentivized to provide rental housing subsidies than
for-sale housing subsidies because they can be sure that the occupants are employees. In
some cases, when employers have subsidized deed-restricted for-sale housing, employees
have quit—leaving the employer with a lost unit of workforce housing and subsidy.
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Interest in becoming development partners. Many employers could and
would develop more affordable housing if there were local and state incentives to do so.
Several employers mentioned the desire to move into development partnerships where
they provide capital in exchange for a set aside of units for their employees. Other
employers own land but do not have capital to contribute and are unable to find
development partners.

One employer sees a solution in development of a large apartment community, with units
shared among employers in the county—from small businesses to large operations. Others
see a solution in mixed-income for-sale products. Employers also hope that the Lake Hill
site is master planned soon—and expressed some frustration with the delay in finding
infrastructure and transportation solutions. This could add a significant amount of
workforce housing.

One employer is concerned that the lack of workforce housing poses a broader risk (than
economic) to county operations, noting that bus operations, CDOT operations, and public
safety are all understaffed.

Creative solutions. Many of the county’s larger employers have tried unique
solutions to find housing for their employees. Some have incentivized current employees
who are own to open up an unused bedroom to other staff.

Some employers struggle with what is best to offer to ensure they are treating all
employers fairly.

Many employers supported the concept of prioritizing housing for essential workers—
including health care workers, behavioral health care staff, public works (water, sewer,
sanitation), energy workers (power grid responders), teachers. They feel that new
affordable housing with public subsidies, including deed restricted housing, should
prioritize these workers, who have some of the most challenging jobs in the county.

“[We] really need to evaluate how we are prioritizing who occupies
subsidized housing."

Many employers expressed frustration at how the lottery system works for deed-restricted

ownership units.

Recommendations and solutions. Solutions and recommendations for the
county and local governments that were discussed by employers included:

m  Build more Wellington and Peak One neighborhoods—affordable single
family homes for families.

= Build more employer-owned and/or master leased rentals.
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m  Continue the generous down payment assistance programs offered by
towns and the county.

m  Create a housing resource coordinator office—a “one stop shop” for housing
applications and resources—that all employers could use.

= Make all affordable housing eligibility criteria consistent to lessen the
confusion about what a household can qualify for and to streamline the application
process.

m  Add flexibility in the deed-restrictions for place of work. Allow deed-
restricted housing to be occupied by workers in the county overall (v. a specific town).

m Impose a vacancy tax on unoccupied housing units and/or and raise the tax on
STRs and use the revenue to build dedicated workforce housing.

m  Require accessory dwelling units be used as long term rentals.

m  Prohibit redevelopment of affordable housing, including mobile home parks,
into market rate housing or impose significant inclusionary zoning
requirements on the redeveloped property.

Resident Perspectives

Living in Summit County. Seniors said they chose to retire in the county for the
high quality of life, access to the outdoors, and the county’s reputation as a generous
community. However, they have seen their neighborhoods eroded by conversion of units
into vacation use: “These empty houses drive me crazy!”

Seniors are frustrated with the lack of opportunity to age in place in the county. They
specifically mentioned a huge shortage of in-home care, lack of memory care and a
physical therapy or rehab center—and no assisted living facilities in the county.

“[The county should] honor the seniors who have put so much into this
community.”

Staff at the Timberline and Senior Center expressed their frustration at not being able to
become homeowners in the county. Some had household incomes that exceeded the AMIs
for deed-restricted housing, yet could not afford private market prices or manage the costs
of an affordable fixer-upper.

Spanish-speaking residents who have been in Summit County for decades as well as
newcomers all agreed that employment opportunities were the main draw to the county.
Members from the group have very high labor force participation; some work in education
and social work and most tend to work in the hospitality industry—in occupations such as
housekeepers, waiters, and cooks— and the construction industry.
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Those that have lived in Summit for several years all feel a big sense of community in
Summit and they consider the county their home. Main reasons they wish to continue to
live in Summit County include:

= Low crime in the county;
m  Green spaces and opportunities to enjoy nature;
m  High quality of schools and activities available to their children; and

= Abundant employment opportunities.

Longtime residents feel housing used to be manageable before the pandemic but in the
past several years the lack of affordable housing accelerated. These residents feel they are
being pushed out of the county and residents that arrived recently noted they find it
extremely challenging to find stable housing options. Many of them have to double up to
afford housing and others have to hold multiple jobs to make ends meet; it is not
uncommon for households to have 7 to 10 people. There is perception among residents
that the increase in short-term rentals (STRs) has made the situation worse and that STRs
place a significant displacement pressure on their community.

A participant noted that the workforce community feels that “The County is closing
the door on us.”

Housing affordability. Residents were asked about what they could afford to pay
for rental or for-sale housing, as well as the ideal number of bedrooms, baths, and parking
spaces. Responses ranged from:

Rental pricing
m  $700 to $1,300 for a studio or 1-bedroom unit with 1 bathroom, and housing 1-2
people;

= $1,200 to $1,800 for a 2-bedroom, 2-bathroom unit, housing 4 people and with 3
parking spaces;

m  $3,500 to $4,000 for a house with 4 bedrooms and 3 bathrooms.
m  Per-person rents should range from $600 to $1,000 per person.

m In addition to adequate parking, access to a grill or a place to put a grill is important.

For sale pricing
m  Three bedroom, 2 bathroom units are most desired, with 2-3 parking spots;
m  Price range should be $300,000 to $800,000—with a median of $500,000.

m  Desired amenities include proximity to a bike path and a small backyard or area for
children to play.
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Attendees with real estate knowledge expressed that price increases are driven by
increased demand and wealth from out-of-county and out-of-state buyers. The
competition of units is more than just local, and locals have a very hard time competing
with such buyers.

Senior and accessible housing. Senior attendees and attendees with and
representing people with disabilities supported development of an assisted living facility in
Summit County. The closest facilities are in Eagle County, Jefferson County, and Boulder
County. Attendees prioritized senior independent and assisted living over nursing care,
noting that nursing care is less of a demand.

Building an accessible, independent senior living community could free up units for
workforce. It is increasingly difficult for seniors to manage the stairs that are so common in
Summit County condos. Many desire a transitional community, with both independent
living and assisted living.

“l would be happy to sell my condo at an affordable price if it could help [the
community] and move into something that would be better for me.”

Several attendees described a vision of a multi-story facility with increasing levels of care by
floor.

Timberline staff noted that they have clients who need to shower at their facility because
their homes do not offer accessible showers.

Housing instability. Among longtime residents, rent increases have accelerated in
the past years and many have had to move. In the past five years, some residents have had
to move up to 5 times. Main reasons for displacement included:

m  Rentincreasing to an unaffordable level. Residents noted rent increases of up to $300
in monthly rent per person;

m  Because their lease was not renewed; or

m  Because the owner of the unit wanted to sell.

Residents noted that housing instability is very detrimental for their children, who
experience increased levels of anxiety. Some have had to move far away and commute
from places like Leadville to work in the county. Others noted they are given a very short
notice when they are displaced: A couple in attendance shared they had been given one
week to find a new rental place by their current landlord.

Among newcomers hosing conditions are very unstable. Most of them rely on personal
networks to find housing and many end up in severely overcrowded conditions where they
pay rent month to month without a lease or a clear living arrangement, paying up to $400
per person to stay in a shared space (such as a living room). Some live under such

RooT PoLicy RESEARCH SECTION IV, PAGE 8

178



conditions with their infants. Others feel they are stuck living in hotel rooms for months at
a time, without access to proper cooking facilities, which increases their food costs.

Barriers to housing access. All residents noted that finding housing is very difficult
in Summit County. In addition, the immigrant community faces unique challenges
compared to the non-immigrant population. The main barriers discussed were:

Deposits and fees, security deposits plus first and last month’s rent can range from
$4,000 up to $12,000. In addition, residents have to pay for application fees and
background check fees, which are non-refundable.

Credit checks present a large barrier among newcomers who do not have a credit
history in the U.S. and among longtime residents who are undocumented or who do
not have the financial literacy to navigate the credit system. Some participants
mentioned that due to their lack of credit history they have been asked for
deposits equivalent to one year of rent.

Lack of social security number presents a major barrier to finding housing
among newcomers and undocumented residents. Some participants noted that they
tried to apply for deed-restricted, for-sale housing in Smith Ranch in Silverthorne but
were told they needed a social security number. They expressed an interest in deed-
restricted homes—but don't feel that they can qualify.

Recent immigrants working in occupations such as housekeeping generally meet
income restrictions for affordable units, but they believe they cannot apply for such
units due to lack of a social security number; they also face language barriers that
prevent them from applying and/or are not aware of the availability of the units.

References and background checks. Many landlords are now asking for
references and documentation of rental history, but many immigrants rent from
personal networks and do not have formal leases that can prove they have had a
stable rental history.

Children. Participants noted landlords prefer not to rent to tenants with children.
They shared several anecdotes of feeling they were being treated differently when the
potential landlord learned they had children. If they note in a rental application that
they have children, they are less likely to get a call back from the landlord.

Language. Participants also noted that not speaking English leaves them at a
disadvantage when looking for housing. It also makes it very difficult to fill in the
paperwork correctly and communicate with potential landlords. They noted that
landlords will not call back someone they believe to be a monolingual speaker.

Lack of financial products that work for the immigrant population.
Longtime residents who wish to transition into homeownership but do not have a
social security number find it very difficult to get a mortgage. They feel there are no
lenders for the immigrant population and although some lenders approve loans using
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ITIN? (identification numbers in lieu of a social security number), finding those
financing options is hard ant they come with higher down payment requirements and
higher interest rates.

Participants noted that they would love the opportunity to purchase a deed restricted
home, since their desire is to stay in the community for a long time. They do not care if
the deed-restriction prevents them from gaining equity. They perceive obtaining
financing as a significant barrier to obtaining a deed-restricted home.

m  Income limits. Among longtime residents who work in higher paying occupations
such as construction, income limits on rental units present a barrier to affordable
housing units.

On an hourly wage of around $25 an hour, they surpass the income limits for income
restricted units but are unable to find something they can afford at market rates.
Some participants specifically mentioned trying to get a unit in the Alta Verde
development in Breckenridge and being disqualified due to income limits. Residents
perceive that many applicants underreport their income or ask for work hour
reductions in order to qualify for such units.

m  Income requirements. Some participants also noted that although their income is
too high for income restricted units, they often do not meet the minimum income
requirements in market rate units. Income requirements (such as earning 3 times the
monthly rent) prevent them from qualifying for such units.

m  Occupancy code. Some participants also noted that the only way they can afford to
live in the county is by doubling up, which tends to violate occupancy limits. Some
shared that employers are facing more pressure to house their workers in order to
retain them, particularly in the restaurant industry. However, this leads to employers
housing workers beyond occupancy limits and when the occupancy code is enforced,
workers are displaced. Attendees mentioned peer workers who quit their positions
and moved to Grand Junction because of occupancy enforcement,.

The tight housing market with low vacancy rates combined with the barriers
listed above presents an opportunity for opportunistic behavior. Residents
noted that the current housing environment incentivizes predatory
practices. For those who have a stable rental situation, high housing costs incentivize
them to sublet to people who do not qualify for a unit. They can earn up to $3,000 in
monthly profits. Renters who are subletting are at risk of displacement if they are breaking
the terms of a lease. They are also unlikely to request maintenance and repairs to the units
because they fear landlords will raise their rent. To avoid this, they make the repairs
themselves.

2 An ITIN, or Individual Taxpayer Identification Number, is a tax processing number only available for certain
nonresident and resident aliens, their spouses, and dependents who cannot get a Social Security Number (SSN). It is a
9-digit number, beginning with the number "9", formatted like an SSN (NNN-NN-NNNN).
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In addition, participants noted that there is a lot of abuse from property management
companies and the owners of the properties do not seem to know. For example, they
noted that rules and restrictions on pets seem to only apply to non-White residents in
LIHTC properties.

Finally, they noted a significant increase in the number of fake rental unit publications
online that aim to scam people.

Future housing plans. When asked about their future housing plans, residents
shared that they would like to continue to live in Summit County, but long time renters feel
they can only afford to buy a house in places like Leadville, where mobile home lot rents
are cheaper than in Summit, at around $600 a month. They shared that they used to think
buying a mobile home in Summit County was attainable, but that is no longer the case. A
participant shared that mobile homes that used to sell for around $80,000 are now going
for $200,000 or more on top of lot rents of up to $1,300. In addition, they are afraid of
displacement from the mobile home parks if they do own a mobile home.

Some mentioned that if the housing situation continues, they will have to move to Grand
Junction, Pueblo, or Denver. Those with children noted that they will try to stay in the
county until their children grow up because they feel this is a great community in which to
raise children. However, in the long term they feel that their children will leave Summit
County when they become adults and they will also have to leave to find a more affordable
place where they can retire.

Services, infrastructure, education, and other needs. Residents also
discussed their experience with supportive services, infrastructure, and transportation.
They noted that the food bank is very helpful and they like the quality of the schools.

Seniors commonly expressed concern about the very limited in-home care in the county.
They described a system with one reliable care provider, who struggles to find reliable
staff. Churches often “step up” and help, but it is not their core function.

They also noted they like having access to the free bus but feel it caters to the tourists
more than to the workforce. For example, they highlighted the need for better bus routes
that go into the mobile home park communities. They also mentioned that the Summit
Stage used to run every 15 minutes but now it runs every hour; therefore, workers have to
leave 2 hours earlier to get to work by bus.

Seniors also mentioned frustration with the “shrinking” bus routes and frequency.

They also noted the need for better sidewalks and snow removal for pedestrians—
including K-12 students. For example, access to Summit High School lacks appropriate
sidewalks and snow presents a barrier for students who wish to walk to school. In addition,
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the bus does not match the school hours. The schools in Summit County serve a lot of new
immigrant children who would benefit from better transportation options to school.

Parents of children attributed enrollment challenges to lack of transportation, as well as
lack of motivation for older children to remain in school when they can contribute to
household earnings through work. Parents attending the focus group noted that the school
bus has become very competitive and that there is now a waitlist for school bus services
since there is a shortage of school bus drivers.

Residents also noted the need for better/more streetlights particularly in mobile home
park communities and in Silverthorne.

The lack of public transportation that can reliably be used to get to work and school leads
households to rely on private vehicles to meet their transportation needs. Therefore,
households have a higher need for parking spaces.

“We need 3 workers in the household to afford housing. Everyone needs a
car to get to work...but we have only one parking spot available through our
rental unit.”

Many noted the parking situation is particularly challenging in Keystone, where parking
fees are high (up to $300 a month per vehicle). The area is more aggressively putting boots
on cars without warning, which can cost $140 to remove. Residents noted getting boots
when they were visiting friends or family and had just been parked for a couple of hours,
particularly in Orofino and Dillon Valley West Condominiums. Residents see these actions
as predatory.

Finally, residents are grateful for the services they receive from local nonprofits like FIRC,
but feel that some organizations are oversubscribed and reluctant to continue to help
residents served in the past. In addition, many of its programs are earnings based and they
are unable to help residents who exceed the income limits but have severe needs,
particularly due to medical emergencies.

Recommendations and solutions. Solutions and recommendations for the
county and local governments that were discussed by resident participants included:

m  Build more housing that is affordable and available to the workforce and
is not used for short-term rentals (STRs). Residents feel the stock of housing available
to permanent residents is being replaced by STRs and the county should limit the
extent to which this happens. Seniors are very concerned about the number of people
in Summit County, including workforce, who are living out of their cars.

m  Support a senior living community with accessible independent living,
assisted living, and tailored levels of care. Such a facility would “give back” to
the seniors who have invested in the Summit County community and provide a higher
level of care for aging seniors and persons with disabilities. It would also free up
housing stock that is currently occupied by seniors. Ideally, such a community would
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consist of patio homes/accessible townhomes, an accessible living structure with
tiered levels of care, and a cooperative/cohousing option.

= Raise revenue from STRs and vacant properties to increase affordable
inventory and down payment assistance or mortgage points buydown.
Some attendees wanted to tax STRs more aggressively, and many favored caps on the
STR licenses. Some attendees proposed a vacancy tax. Others acknowledged that
while STRs have hurt locals’ access to housing, there is not an easy solution to prevent
conversion of units into STRs in rural resort areas. Many attendees agreed that such
taxes should be used to create more affordable units and/or higher levels of down
payment assistance or a buydown of mortgage points to lower the monthly payment.

= Continue to incentivize property owners to rent to workforce (v. short term
rent or leave units vacant). This could include state tax incentives for property owners,
including small/non-corporate owners, who commit to master leases of rental units to
employers.

m Increase housing navigators and outreach targeted to the Hispanic
community. There is a high need for education on how to navigate the housing
market among the Hispanic community. Participants noted they would like to learn
how they can work to meet all rental requirements but need access to the information
in Spanish. Having access to trusted housing navigators that can help them with the
application process for rental units in Spanish would be very beneficial for the
community. They also noted that having Flyers in Spanish would be a good place to
start. They explained that new immigrants feel they do not have the right to reach out
and ask for the services and that they would benefit from affirmative marketing that
clearly communicates which services they can access and how to access them. In
addition, even longtime Hispanic residents feel the Hispanic community is not involved
in decision making around housing investments, but they need access to information
in Spanish to speak up have their voices represented on decisions around affordable
housing, so the design and requirements of such projects meets the needs of their
community.

= Invest in shared equity programs or rent to own programs. Residents noted
that they feel their prospects to become homeowners in the county are very low, they
feel shared equity homeownership programs and rent to own programs can be an
effective way to reduce the gap between what they can afford to pay for a mortgage
and the market cost. They feel such programs would shield them from constant rent
increases and allow them to stay in the community in the long term.

= Invest in displacement prevention programs. Residents feel very anxious
about being able to stay in the community. Even the ones who have year long leases
feel they will be displaced at the end of the lease and wish they had access to longer
term leases. For example, residents noted that they have heard the Blue River
apartments in Silverthorne are going to market rate and current residents will soon be
displaced due to rent increases.
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= Invest in programs that fit the unique needs of the community. Residents
noted that new immigrants do not know how to build credit without a social security
number and would benefit on financial literacy and guidance on building credit using
their ITIN number. They also noted that housing programs would benefit them if they
catered to the needs of residents who do not have access to a social security number
or credit history, but they are not aware of any current programs that offer more
flexibility around such documentation. In addition, many adults in the community are
still striving to complete their education in order to qualify for better jobs and learn
English, and housing programs that do not have any exceptions to their work
requirements force residents to choose between affordable housing and education
investments.
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SECTION V.
Survey Findings

This section reports the findings from the resident survey conducted to support the
Housing Needs Assessment. It explores residents’ current housing situations, housing
and affordability challenges, and housing preferences. The Summit Combined Housing
Authority and Root Policy Research who designed and analyzed the survey, are grateful
to the residents who shared their experiences and perspectives by participating in this
survey, in addition to Mountain Dreamers, who distributed the survey to Spanish
speaking residents.

Methodology

The survey was available online and in paper format to people who:

m  Live and work in Summit County;

= Live in Summit County and work outside of the county, including remote workers;
= Live in Summit County and are retired;

m  Commute into Summit County for work; and/or

m  Work seasonally in Summit County.

People who own a home in Summit County which they use primarily as a

second/vacation home or an investment property and who do not live or work in the
County are not represented in this survey.

The survey was available in both English and Spanish. Valid surveys were received from
2,284 residents with 1,810 completed in English and 474 completed in Spanish.

Sampling. A random sample is a sample in which each individual in the population
has an equal chance of being selected for a survey. Survey takers are typically invited to
take the survey through a text message or phone call. These types of surveys are costly
to administer, particularly in less densely populated areas.

" For the purposes of this section, “valid” means that the survey did not appear to be completed by a “bot.” The term
bot refers to a script or program that is written to populate surveys with fake responses, often in an attempt to
collect compensation. Surveys completed bots were identified by examining the time taken to complete the survey,
repeat IP addresses, and inconsistent responses.
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The Summit County housing survey was not conducted using a random sample. Instead,
the survey was promoted through community networks. The survey was promoted
through:

— Town and county social media;

— Through flyers with QR codes in recreation centers, the senior and
community center, and local markets;

— Posted on town and county websites;
— Advertised in local newspapers and local radio stations; and
— Circulated by employers.

The self-selected nature of the survey means it is not a true random sample; however,
important insights and themes can still be gained from the survey results.

One of the primary objectives of the survey was to gather responses from the County’s
Hispanic community—a demographic group whose needs are often underrepresented in
standard housing needs analyses. With the assistance of Mountain Dreamers, this
objective was met: 474 surveys were completed by Spanish-speaking residents. Overall—
considering both the English and Spanish surveys—24% of respondents identified their
ethnicity as Hispanic. Overall, the data provide a rich source of information about
households and their housing needs.

Sample size note. When considering the experience of members of certain groups
within jurisdictions, the sample sizes are too small (n<20 respondents) to express results
guantitatively. In these cases, we present the survey findings as representative of those
who responded to the survey, but the magnitude of the estimate may vary significantly in
the overall population (i.e., large margin of error). Survey data from small samples are
suggestive of an experience or preference, rather than conclusive.

Demographics. Figures V-1 and V-2 show the demographics and geographic
distribution of survey respondents by language. English speaking respondents are much
more likely to be owners (58%) compared to Spanish speaking respondents (8%). Spanish
speaking respondents are more likely to have household income below $75,000 (86%)
compared to English speaking respondents (24%) to be younger (46% under age 35 v.
35%) to have children (51% v. 38%) and to have shared living arrangements including
families and roommates and more than one family living together (21% v. 4%).
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Figure V-1.
Housing Survey Participants, English

ENGLISH HOUSING SURVEY BY THE NUMBERS

NUMBER OF SURVEY RESPONDENTS

1,810

HOUSING STATUS

Precariously Housed I 48

HOUSEHOLD INCOME

$35,000 and under I 60

$35,001 to $75,000 - 281

$75,001 to $150,000 - 636
$151,000 and over - 448

AGE
Under 25 I83
034 [ 456
35to 64 _ 866
65 and over . 147
FOCUS GROUPS WITH:

-| 7 Employers representing around
5,000 workers

]3 Senior residents

WHERE RESPONDENTS LIVE

Breckenridge - 617
Dillon l 123
Frisco . 181

Keystone/Montezuma I 83

Silverthorne - 241

Unincorporated County:
Copper Mountain 82

Unincorporated County:
Dillon Valley 89

Unincorporated County:
Summit Cove 100

Wildernest

Other (Outside
Summit County) 229

Unincorporated County: I 54

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Adult living alone - 284
Couple, no children - 515
Couple, with children - 372

Single parent with
children 43

Family and roommates I 47

More than one family 13
living together

Roommates - 218

Note: Numbers do not aggregate either due to multiple responses or that respondents chose not to provide a response to all

demographic and socioeconomic questions.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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Figure V-2.

Housing Survey Participants, Spanish

SPANISH HOUSING SURVEY BY THE NUMBERS

NUMBER OF SURVEY RESPONDENTS

474

HOUSING STATUS

Homeowner I 35

Precariously
housed

| 10

HOUSEHOLD INCOME

$35,000 and under - 136
$35,001 to $75,000 - 133

$75,001 to $150,000 . 41

$151,000 and over | 4

WHERE RESPONDENTS LIVE

Breckenridge - 58
Frisco . 31

Keystone/Montezuma . 41

Silverthorne - 107

Unincorporated County:
Copper Mountain 2

Unincorporated County:
Dillon Valley 73

Unincorporated County: 19
Summit Cove

Unincorporated County:
Wildernest 33

Other (Outside
Summit County) 26

AGE
Under 25 . 45
25to 34 - 130
stoes [N 201
65 and over | 1
FOCUS GROUPS WITH:

30 Spanish-speaking residents

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Adult living alone I 9

Couple, no children . 36

Couple, with children - 140

Single parent with children . 42

Family and roommates . 42

More than one family . 32
living together

Roommates - 54

Note: Numbers do not aggregate either due to multiple responses or that respondents chose not to provide a response to all

demographic and socioeconomic questions.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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As shown in the map in Figure V-3, Spanish speaking respondents are also more likely to
live in Dillon, Keystone/Montezuma, Silverthorne, Dillon Valley, and Wildernest.

Figure V-3.
Geographic Distribution of Respondents

Silverthorne

24177107  pillon Valley

89/73
Wildernest Dillon

54 /33 123/ 81

Summit Cove

Frisco
181 /31 100/19 Keystone/
Montezuma
83/41

Breckenridge
617 /58

Copper Mountain
82/2

English responses in BLUE
Spanish responses in ORANGE

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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Explanation of terms used in this section. Terms that will be used
throughout this section include:

m  “Household income” includes the aggregate income of all members of a housing
unit—e.g., the combined income of a married couple, or the combined income of all
roommates. “Individual income” is the income of one worker only.

m  “Precariously housed” includes residents who are currently living out of their car, in
a recreational vehicle (RV) or camper or van, or in a tent, and respondents staying
with friends or family.

m “Tenure” in the housing industry means rentership or ownership.

m  “Seasonal worker” is a respondent who is living in the county because they are
working a seasonal job.

m “Out-commuter” is a person who lives in Summit County and leaves the county for
work. “In-commuter” is a person who lives outside of the County and commutes into
the county for work.

= “Not employed” is a Summit County resident who is retired or not working—for
example, because they are stay-at-home parent or caregiver, because they are
unable to work, because they do not need to work, or because they are unemployed
and looking for work.

Primary Findings

Primary findings from residents’ perspectives and experiences include:
Housing Needs

Overcrowding. Seventeen percent of respondents in the county lacked sufficient
bedrooms in their homes. Dillon had the highest percentage with 29% lacking space.
Spanish speakers were almost six times more likely than English speakers to report not
having enough rooms (47% v, 8%). Age and income were also factors, with 33% of those
under 25 and 40% of households with income of $35,000 or less indicating an insufficient
number of bedrooms. Renters without a lease (46%) and precariously housed (31%)
respondents were also more likely to lack bedrooms. Single parents (34%), households
with families and roommates (44%), and households with multiple families (63%) also
reported insufficient space.

Housing security. Renters and those with unstable housing situations were asked
about their feelings of security in their current housing situation. Overall, 11% said they
were insecure in their housing situation and 19% were uncertain. Certain segments
showed higher levels of insecurity, such as Spanish-speaking respondents (16%), renters
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without a lease (21%), precariously housed residents (81%), and households with lower
incomes. Households with more than one family living together (21%) and families and
roommates living together (20%) were also more likely to feel insecure.

Doubled up. Respondents were asked if they have someone temporarily staying in
their home due to lack of affordable housing; 14% of respondents reported doubling up.
Over 60% of households with multiple families living together reported doubling up.
Dillon and Frisco had higher percentages at 21% and 16%, respectively. Spanish-speaking
respondents were more likely to double up, at 36%. Renters without a lease also had a
high likelihood at 40%, as well as precariously housed respondents at 29%.

Displacement. The survey found that 26% of respondents had been displaced from
their homes in the past five years. Spanish-speaking respondents had a much higher rate
of displacement at 49%. Renters without leases were the most affected at 52%. Reasons
for displacement included the sale of rental units, conversion to short term rentals,
unaffordable rents, and evictions. Twenty-six percent of those displaced have been
displaced from Breckenridge.

Condition. Around one in four respondents from Dillon and Spanish-speaking
respondents rated their home condition as poor or fair. Renters without a lease (28%),
those under age 35 (25%), and households with lower incomes (25%) are also more likely
to rate their home condition as poor or fair. Weatherization repairs are the most
frequently needed. When asked why the repairs hadn’t been made, 22% of respondents
said they cannot afford repairs and 37% of Spanish-speaking respondents worry about
rent increases or eviction if they request repairs. One in four renters has asked their
landlord for repairs, but the landlord has refused.

Cost burden. Survey data were used to estimate the rate of cost burden in Summit
County. Survey data estimates 29% of renters are severely cost burdened and 58% are
cost burdened. The survey also found that 33% of owners experience cost burden, and
8% are severely cost burdened.

Solutions

Improving housing situations. Participants were given various housing assistance
options and asked to choose the ones that would improve their situation. Overall, 35% of
respondents indicated finding a home they can afford to buy would improve their
situation; 31% indicated they are happy with their housing situation; and 18% indicated
help with a down payment and closing costs to buy a home would improve their
situation. Spanish speaking participants preferred having more bedrooms for their
families (35%). Renters preferred finding an affordable home to buy (54%) or receiving
assistance with a down payment and closing costs (30%). Lower-income households
preferred assistance with rent payments (30%) or help finding rental housing (28%).
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Interest in deed restricted homes. Forty-five percent of renters surveyed
expressed high interest in owning a deed restricted home if it were the only path to
ownership, as did 50% of respondents ages 25 to 34 and almost 40% of those with a
household income between $35,000 and $75,000.

Awareness of SCHA. Many respondents are unaware of the Summit Combined
Housing Authority (SCHA). Out of all respondents, 32% indicated they are unaware, with
the highest percentages among specific categories such as households with multiple
families living together (85%) and Spanish-speaking respondents (82%).

Future Housing Plans

The survey found that 31% of respondents want to stay in their current home as long as
possible, while 20% plan to move within the same county. Another 19% hope to stay put
but are concerned about having to move, and 19% plan to leave the county. Families,
Spanish speakers, those precariously housed, and renters without a lease are most
worried they will not be able to stay. The most common reasons for planning to move
are affordability, size, and stability. Finding stable housing is a top priority for many
Silverthorne residents, Spanish speakers, renters without a lease, those under 25, low-
income households, single parents, and roommates.

Respondent Segments

Where there are enough responses, the survey data are analyzed by subcategories
including: place of residence, live/work status, tenure, age, income, and household
characteristics, these are further segmented by English and Spanish responses.

Place of residence. Compared to the household distribution in the county, the

resident survey collected more responses from Breckenridge (33% v. 18%), Dillon (10% v.

4%), and the Keystone/Montezuma area (6% v. <1%), and fewer from unincorporated
areas of the county (22% v. 51%). As shown in Figure V-4, Spanish speaking respondents
are more likely to live in Dillon, Keystone/Montezuma, Silverthorne, Dillon Valley, and
Wildernest, places that have a higher share of Hispanic residents according to ACS data.
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Figure V-4.

Place of Residence, by Language

Breckenridge

Dillon

Frisco

Keystone/Montezuma

Silverthorne

Unincorporated County: Copper Mountain
Unincorporated County: Dillon Valley
Unincorporated County: Summit Cove
Unincorporated County: Wildernest
Alma Fairplay

Eagle/Eagle Vail/Edwards

Farmer's Korner

Georgetown/Idaho Springs

Leadville

Front Range

Other

617
123
181
83
241
82
89
100
54
66

16
41
30
63

3

1

1

English Survey

4%
7%
0%
5%
3%
5%
5%
6%
3%
4%
0%
0%
1%
2%
2%
4%

Spanish Survey

58
81
31
41
107

73
19
33

12%
17%
7%
9%

23%

0%
15%
4%
7%
2%
0%
1%
0%
1%
0%
1%

Note: n=2,270.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.

Live/work status. Figure V-5 shows the live/work status of survey respondents by
language. Spanish speaking respondents are more likely to live and work in the county
while English speaking respondents are more likely to be in-commuters. Additionally,

Spanish speaking respondents are less likely to not be employed.

Figure V-5,
Live/Work Status, by Language

Live and Work

Live and Remote Work
Out-commute
In-commute

Seasonal worker

Not Employed

Other

128
41

English Survey

430
13

18
10
19
21

91%
3%
1%
4%
2%
4%
4%

Spanish Survey

Note: n=2,284.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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Age. As shown in Figure V-6, Spanish speaking respondents are younger than English
speaking respondents (46% under age 35 v. 35%) and this is consistent with trends in
ACS data. The survey had more responses from younger residents than the county's
population. The survey had 7% responses from households with a householder under 25
years old (compared to 3% in the county), 30% responses from households with a
householder aged 25-34 (compared to 14% in the county), 56% responses from
households with a householder aged 35-64 (compared to 61% in the county), and 8%
responses from households with a householder aged 65 and above (compared to 22% in
the county).

Figure V-6.
Age, by Language

English Survey Spanish Survey
Under 25 78 6% 39 11%
25 to 34 391 29% 124 35%
35 to 64 767 56% 192 54%
65 and over 132 10% 1 0%

Note: n=1,724.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.

Household characteristics. Based on the data in Figure V-7, Spanish speaking
respondents have different types of households compared to those who speak English.
Specifically, they are less likely to be couples without children (9% v. 32%) and less likely
to live alone (2% v. 18%). On the other hand, they are more likely to be couples with
children (38% v. 24%) and single parents with children (11% v. 3%). Additionally, they tend
to have shared living arrangements such as families and roommates (11% v. 3%) and
more than one family living together (9% v. 1%).

As expected given the differences in age distribution, compared to the county
population, the survey received a higher percentage of responses from couples with
children (27%) compared to the county average (17%) and it received a lower percentage
of responses from adults living alone (15%) compared to the county average (29%).
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Figure V-7.
Household Characteristics, by Language

English Survey Spanish Survey
Adult living alone 255 18% 8 2%
Couple, no children 442 32% 33 9%
Couple, with children 329 24% 132 38%
Single parent with children 37 3% 39 11%
More than one family living together 12 1% 32 9%
Family and roommates 40 3% 40 11%
Roommates 204 15% 51 15%
Other family 18 1% 9 3%
Other 50 4% 5 1%

Note: n=1,736.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.

Income. The income distribution of the survey respondents closely resembles the
income distribution of the county. Based on the ACS data, 12% of households earn
$35,000 or less, which is the same as the percentage in the survey. In addition, 27% of
households earn between $35,001 and $75,000, which is slightly lower than the 24%
reported in the survey and 38% of households earn between $75,001 to $150,000, which
is almost the same as the 37% reported in the survey. Lastly, 26% of households earn
$151,000 or more, which is slightly higher than the 23% reported in the survey.

As shown in Figure V-8, Spanish speaking respondents are more likely to have household
incomes below $75,000 (86%) compared to English speaking respondents (24%).

Figure V-8.
Household Income, by Language

English Survey Spanish Survey
$35,000 and under 52 4% 127 43%
$35,001 to $75,000 242 20% 128 43%
$75,001 to $150,000 550 44% 39 13%
$151,000 and over 397 32% 4 1%

Note: n=1,539.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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Housing Experience

This section explores county residents’ current housing situation and explores the main
housing challenges they face, ranging from overcrowding and precarious living
arrangements, rental agreements and their experience finding housing, their assessment
of housing stability, recent displacement experience, housing condition, and housing
costs. To the extent possible, survey data are reported for each jurisdiction and by
selected household characteristics (e.g., housing situation, income, demographics).

Housing tenure. Figure V-9 shows the housing situation of survey respondents by
place of residence. In the county overall, 45% of respondents are owners and 49%
renters; 36% of respondents have a rental agreement and 11% do not have a long term
lease or rent agreement. Among the different places:

m  Respondents from Breckenridge, Frisco and Summit cove are more likely to be
homeowners while respondents from Dillon, Copper Mountain, Dillon Valley and
Wildernest are more likely to be renters.

m  Respondents from Dillon (20%), Dillon Valley (16%), and Wildernest (15%) are more
likely to lack a rent agreement.

m  Respondents from Copper Mountain (18%) are more likely to live in employer
provided housing.
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Figure V-9a.
Which most accurately describes your rental or ownership situation? By
Place of Residence

Summit

County Breckenridge Dillon Frisco Silverthorne

I don't rent or own; | am

staying with friends or 32 2% 8 1% 3 2% 3 1% 7 2%
family
I don't rent or own; I live in
) i 44 2% 1M 2% 1 1% 1 0% 5 1%
employer provided housing
| don't rent or own; | live in
my car or RV or camper/van 16 1% 2 0% 2 1% 4 2% 3 1%
or tent
I live in a cooperative that is
jointly owned by the people 9 0% 1 0% 4 2% 1 0% 1 0%
living there
I own my home and have a
loan on the property/pay 718  36% 288 43% 49 25% 79 37% 137 40%
the bank
| own my home outright/no
176 9% 55 8% 23 12% 25 12% 27 8%
loan
I rent a room in a motel/
25 1% 4 1% 1 1% 14 7% 1 0%

hotel

I rent a short term rental

without a long term lease 18 1% 3 0% 3 2% 0 0% 3 1%
or rent agreement

I rent and don't have a rent

217 1% 51 8% 39 20% 18 9% 37 1%
agreement

I rent and have a lease/rent
719  36% 236 35% 73 37% 63 30% 122 35%

agreement
Other 42 2% 12 2% 5 3% 3 1% 2 1%
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Figure V-9b.
Which most accurately describes your rental or ownership situation? By
Place of Residence (Continued)

Unincorporated:
Copper Unincorporated: Unincorporated: Unincorporated:

Mountain Dillon Valley = Summit Cove Wildernest

I don't rent or own; | am

staying with friends or 0 0% 2 1% 4 3% 2 2%
family
I don't rent or own; I live in
. . 15 18% 1 1% 1 1% 1 1%

employer provided housing
| don't rent or own; I live in
my car or RV or camper/van 1 1% 3 2% 0 0% 1 1%
or tent
I live in a cooperative that is
jointly owned by the people 0 0% 1 1% 0 0% 0 0%
living there
| own my home and have a
loan on the property/pay 9 11% 47 30% 55 46% 24 28%
the bank
| own my home outright/no

5 6% 5 3% 19 16% 6 7%
loan
I rent a room in a motel/

0 0% 3 2% 0 0% 0 0%

hotel

I rent a short term rental
without a long term lease 1 1% 6 4% 1 1% 0 0%
or rent agreement

I rent and don't have a rent

8 10% 25 16% 10 8% 13 15%
agreement
I rent and have a lease/rent
40 48% 58 37% 27 23% 37 43%
agreement
Other 5 6% 7 4% 2 2% 2 2%

Note: n=2,216. UC stands for "Unincorporated County."

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.

As shown in Figure V-10 Spanish speaking respondents are more likely to rent and less
likely to own. Additionally, 26% of respondents indicated they rent and don't have a rent
agreement, compared to 6% of English speaking respondents.
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Figure V-10.
Which most accurately describes your rental or ownership situation? By

Language

English Survey Spanish Survey
I don't rent or own; | am staying with friends
. 28 2% 4 1%
or family
I don't rent or own; | live in employer
. . 40 3% 4 1%
provided housing
I don't rent or own; I live in my car or RV or
12 1% 4 1%
camper/van or tent
I live in a cooperative that is jointly owned by
. 3 0% 6 1%
the people living there
I own my home and have a loan on the
700 45% 18 4%
property/pay the bank
| own my home outright/no loan 168 11% 8 2%
Irent a room in a motel/ hotel 6 0% 19 4%
I rent a short term rental without a long
9 1% 9 2%
term lease or rent agreement
Irent and don't have a rent agreement 100 6% 117 26%
I rent and have a lease/rent agreement 481 31% 238 54%
Other 25 2% 17 4%

Note: n=2,016.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.

Housing types. Overall, the largest share of respondents (34%) live in a condominium
or apartment, followed by detached single-family homes (29%), and attached homes
such as townhomes or duplexes (19%). Figure V-11 shows the variation in housing types
of respondents by place of residence. Respondents in Breckenridge, Silverthorne, and
Summit Cove are more likely to occupy single-family detached homes, while respondents
in Copper Mountain, Dillon Valley, and Wildernest are more likely to live in
condominiums or apartments. Respondents from Summit Cove are more likely to live in
mobile homes. Among respondents living in mobile homes, the majority (over 90%)
indicated they rent the land or space in a park.
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Figure V-Tla.
What type of housing do you live in? By Place

Summit

County Breckenridge Dillon Frisco Silverthorne

Detached single-family home

(shares no walls with other 588  29% 260 39% 38 19% 46 22% 130 38%
homes)

Attached
home/townhome/duplex
(shares walls but not
ceilings/floors)
Condo/apartment in multifamily

369 19% 17 17% 32 16% 61 29% 79 23%

building (shares walls and 687  34% 193 29% 88 44% 71 34% 81 24%
ceilings/floors)

Mobile home 35 2% 7 1% 3 2% 0 0% 2 1%
Room in a home or apartment 200  10% 48 7% 28  14% 8 4% 41 12%
Room in a hotel or motel 33 2% 7 1% 1 1% 17 8% 2 1%

Room in a cooperative living

3 0% 0 0% 1 1% 1 0% 0 0%
development

Accessory dwelling unit (ADU)

(housing unit located within or

on a property of a single-family 35 2% 22 3% 4 2% 1 0% 5 1%
home, above garage, orin a

separate structure)

I live out of my car 13 1% 2 0% 2 1% 3 1% 2 1%
RV/camper/van 4 0% 3 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Tent in park/open space 1 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Other 38 2% 14 2% 2 1% 2 1% 0 0%
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Figure V-11b.
What type of housing do you live in? By Place (Continued)

Unincorporated:
Copper Unincorporated: Unincorporated: Unincorporated:

Mountain Dillon Valley Summit Cove Wildernest

Detached single-family home

(shares no walls with other 1 1% 35 23% 58 49% 7 8%
homes)
Attached
home/townhome/duplex

7 8% 14 9% 17 14% 28 33%
(shares walls but not
ceilings/floors)
Condo/apartment in multifamily
building (shares walls and 48 58% 74 48% 14 12% 39 46%
ceilings/floors)
Mobile home 0 0% 0 0% 18 15% 0 0%
Room in a home or apartment I 13% 25 16% 11 9% 12 14%
Room in a hotel or motel 1 1% 3 2% 0 0% 0 0%
Room in a cooperative living

0 0% 1 1% 0 0% 0 0%

development

Accessory dwelling unit (ADU)

(housing unit located within or

on a property of a single-family 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
home, above garage, orin a

separate structure)

I live out of my car 1 1% 2 1% 0 0% 1 1%
RV/camper/van 0 0% 1 1% 0 0% 0 0%
Tent in park/open space 0 0% 1 1% 0 0% 0 0%
Other 14 17% 1 1% 0 0% 0 0%

Note: n=1,994.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.

It is not surprising that Spanish respondents, given their tenure and household
characteristics discussed above, are more likely to live in condominiums or apartments
than English speakers, with a rate of 52% compared to 30% (as seen in Figure V-12).
Additionally, they are more likely to rent a room in a home or apartment (25% v. 6%), live
in a room in a hotel or motel (7% v. 0%), and reside in mobile homes (5% v. 1%).
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Figure V-12.
What type of housing do you live in? By Language

English Survey Spanish Survey
Detached single-family home (shares no walls
. 563 36% 25 6%
with other homes)
Attached home/townhome/duplex (shares
. 336 21% 33 8%
walls but not ceilings/floors)
Condo/apartment in multifamily building
. 467 30% 220 52%
(shares walls and ceilings/floors)
Mobile home 15 1% 20 5%
Room in a home or apartment 96 6% 104 25%
Room in a hotel or motel 5 0% 28 7%
Room in a cooperative living development 0 0% 3 1%
Accessory dwelling unit (ADU) (housing unit
located within or on a property of a single-
) . 35 2% 0 0%
family home, above garage, or in a separate
structure)
I live out of my car 13 1% 0 0%
RV/camper/van 4 0% 0 0%
Tent in park/open space 0 0% 1 0%
Other 38 2% 0 0%

Note: n=1,994.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.

Reasons that some households are precariously housed. Overall, around 1% of
respondents indicated they live out of their car, RV/camper/van, or tent in a park/open
space. Those participants were then asked to specify the reason for their current housing
situation. The majority indicated that they came to work in Summit County and could not
find a place to live. Other common reasons expressed in the survey included: “l applied
for housing and didn’t get chosen,” “I had to leave the place | was renting,” and “l am on
waitlists and nothing is available.”

Overcrowding. The average household size among survey participants is 2.7 and the
average number of bedrooms is 2.5. Although these suggest low rates of overcrowding,
there is considerable variation in average household size and average number of
bedrooms among different respondent groups. As shown in Figure V-13:

m  Respondents from Dillon and Silverthorne have higher average household sizes at
2.8 and 2.9 respectively, but respondents from Dillon have the lowest average
number of bedrooms (2.4) indicating higher rates of overcrowding.
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m  Spanish speaking respondents have a larger average household size of 3.8, while
those who speak English have an average household size of 2.4. Additionally,
Spanish speaking respondents have an average of 2.2 bedrooms, while English
speaking respondents have an average of 2.6 bedrooms, indicating a higher
likelihood of overcrowding among Spanish speakers.

m  Among tenure categories, renters without a lease have the highest likelihood of
overcrowding, with an average household size of 3.3 an average number of
bedrooms of 2.2.

Figure V-13a.
Average Household Size and Average Number of Bedrooms
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Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.

m  As shown below, the likelihood of overcrowding decreases with age and income.
Respondents under age 25 have an average household size of 3 and an average
number of bedrooms of 2.1, and households with income below $35,000 have an
average household size of 3.2 and an average number of bedrooms of 1.9.
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m  Among household characteristics, households with more than one family living
together have the highest likelihood of overcrowding, with an average household
size of 4.4 and an average number of bedrooms of 2.1, followed by households with
a family and roommates, with an average household size of 3.8 and an average
number of bedrooms of 2.7.

Figure V-13b.
Average Household Size and Average Number of Bedrooms (Continued)
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Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.

Figure V-14 shows the share of respondents that indicated that someone who lives with
them sleeps on a couch/sofa bed or on the floor because there is no room in a bedroom
by place and respondent’s characteristics. In the county, 17% of respondents indicated
insufficient bedrooms. Following overcrowding patterns presented above, several
respondent segments are more severely impacted by lack of housing:

m  Among the jurisdictions, Dillon has the highest share of households lacking
sufficient bedrooms, at 29%.
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m  Almost half of Spanish speaking respondents (47%) lack sufficient rooms, they are
almost 6 times more likely to lack bedrooms than English speaking respondents
(8%).

m  The likelihood of lacking sufficient bedrooms decreases with age and income. While
only 2% of respondents age 65 and over indicated lacking bedrooms, one in three
respondents under age 25 (33%) indicated the same. Two in five respondents with
household income $35,000 and under (40%) lack bedrooms and almost one in three
respondents with household income between $35,000 and $75,000 lack bedrooms,
compared with 2% of respondents with household income over $150,000.

m  Among tenure categories, renters without a lease are the most likely to lack
bedrooms—almost half of the renters without a lease (46%) lack bedrooms—
followed by precariously housed respondents, at 31%.

m  Athird of single parents (34%), over two out of five households with families and
roommates (44%), and almost two out of three households with more than one
family living together (63%) lack sufficient bedrooms.

RooT PoLicy RESEARCH SECTION V, PAGE 21

206



Figure V-14.
Does anyone who regularly lives with you sleep on a couch/sofa bed or on
the floor because there is no room in a bedroom? (% Yes)

All Place
17% 29% 15%
’ 9% 14% b
[ — [ ] [ I
All Breckenridge Dillon Frisco Silverthorne
Language Age
47%
33%
= N s 2 P
English Spanish Under 25 25to 34 35to 64 65 and over
Tenure
46%
27% 20% 31%
e 1 — ]
Owner Renter Renter with Lease = Renter without Precariously
Lease Housed
Income
40%
27%
9%
$35,000 and $35,001 to $75,001 to $151,000 and
under $75,000 $150,000 over
Household Characteristics
63%
34% 44% .
6%
— |
Couple, no Couple, with Single parent More than one Family and Roommates
children children with children family living roommates

together

Note: n=1,987.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.

Rental agreements. In the county, 75% of renters with a rental agreement indicated
the agreement is a year long and 12% have a month to month agreement. Spanish
speakers with a lease/rental agreement are more likely to have year long rental
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agreements (78%) compared to English speakers with a lease/rental agreement (73%).
Respondents with household income over $150,000 were more likely to have year long
rental agreements (83%), and among households with income below $150,000, the share
stood at around 75% without much variation among income categories.

Among renters without a lease, the vast majority (91%) indicated they pay rent on a
monthly basis and only 2% indicated they pay on a weekly basis.

Finding housing. Figure V-15 shows the types of channels most utilized for finding
housing in the county. Overall, 24% of respondents indicated using a real estate agent,
21% indicating finding their place through a friend, and 10% found it searching online.
Across the different places of residence respondents from Dillon were more likely to find
their place through a friend (30%) and more likely to find it through ads on
craigslist/social media (12% v. 7% overall).

Figure V-15.
How did you find your current housing arrangement? By Place

Summit
County Breckenridge Dillon Frisco Silverthorne

A family member knew of a
place 123 6% 23 3% 19 10% 26 12% 21 6%
Afriend knew of a place 411 21% 125 19% 59 30% 44 21% 66 19%
A nonprofit/service organization
heIpecFi) & 25 1% 8 1% 1 1% 3 1% 7 2%
Areal estate agent 486 24% 183 28% 44 22% 43 21% 92 27%
Adsin local newspaper 36 2% 8 1% 5 3% 2 1% 9 3%
Ads on social media/ Craigslist 148 7% 38 6% 23 12% 9 4% 23 7%
Bought from a friend or famil
- nfber y 68 3% 29 a% | 7 4% 1 5% 5 1%
Called motels/hotels | knew
about 6 0% 1 0% 1 1% 1 0% 1 0%
I found and bought my home
through a Iottergy y 84 4% 25 4% 0 0% 14 7% 29 8%
My employer; they provide my
housing 171 9% 62 9% 6 3% 3 1% 10 3%
Needed a place toliveandhad a

16 1% 2 0% 2 1% 3 1% 3 1%
car/RV/van/camper/ tent
Searched for housing online 193 10% 67 10% 17 9% 24 1% 35 10%
Other 232 12% 93 14% 16 8% 26 12% 44 13%

Note: n=1,999.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.

As shown in Figure V-16, Spanish speaking respondents were more likely to find their
place through informal networks compared to English speaking respondents:
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= Almost half (44%) of Spanish speaking respondents indicated they found their place
through a friend and 14% found it through a family member, compared to 14% and
4% of English speaking respondents respectively.

= Twelve percent of Spanish speaking respondents indicated they found their place
through ads on social media/Craigslist, compared to 6% of English speaking
respondents.

Figure V-16.
How did you find your current housing arrangement? By Language

English Survey Spanish Survey

A family member knew of a place 62 4% 61 14%
A friend knew of a place 216 14% 195 44%
A nonprofit/service organization helped 13 1% 12 3%
Areal estate agent 472 30% 14 3%
Ads in local newspaper 17 1% 19 4%
Ads on social media/Craigslist 94 6% 54 12%
Bought from a friend or family member 67 4% 1 0%
Called motels/hotels | knew about 1 0% 5 1%
| f h h h h

ound and bought my home through a 80 506 4 1%
lottery
My employer; they provide my housing 152 10% 19 4%
N I li h

eeded a place tolive and had a 11 1% 5 1%
car/RV/van/camper/tent
Searched for housing online 160 10% 33 8%
Other 214 14% 18 4%

Note: n=1,999.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
Among tenure categories:

m  Over half (52%) of owners found their housing through a real estate agent, 9% found
and bought their home through a lottery, and 7% bought from a friend or family
member.

= Among renters, 35% found it through a friend, 14% through adds on social
media/craigslist, and 13% searched for housing online.

m  Among precariously housed residents, 33% indicated they “needed a place to live
and had a car/RV/van/camper/tent,” and 22% found it through a family member.
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Figure V-17.
How did you find your current housing arrangement? By Tenure

Precariously

Renter Housed

A family member knew of a place 19 2% 92 10% 10 22%
A friend knew of a place 58 6% 338 35% 4 9%
A nonprofit/service organization helped 7 1% 16 2% 2 4%
Areal estate agent 469 52% 16 2% 0 0%
Ads in local newspaper 12 1% 24 2% 0 0%
Ads on social media/Craigslist 7 1% 135 14% 0 0%
Bought from a friend or family member 64 7% 0 0% 0 2%
Called motels/hotels | knew about 0 0% 6 1% 0 0%
| found and bought my home through a
lottery & y g 83 9% 0 0% 0 0%
My employer; they provide my housing 5 1% 114 12% 0 0%
Needed a place to live and had a

P 0 0% 1 0% 15  33%
car/RV/van/camper/tent
Searched for housing online 60 7% 130 13% 0 0%
Other 116 13% 87 9% 14 30%

Note: n=1,909.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.

Housing security among renters. Renters and precariously housed
respondents were asked how secure they feel in their housing situation. Figure V-18
shows responses by respondent segment. In the county overall, 19% indicated they are
not sure about the housing situation and 11% indicated they do not feel secure about
their current housing situation. Among different respondent segments:

m  Respondents from Dillon (14%) and Frisco (12%) are slightly more likely to feel
insecure about their housing situation than in the county overall.

m  Spanish speaking respondents are around twice as likely to feel insecure about their
housing situation than English speaking respondents, 16% compared to 7%.

m  Renters without a lease (21%) are over 3 times as likely to feel insecure about their
housing situation than renters with a lease (6%).

m  Precariously housed residents are the most vulnerable and are the most likely to
feel insecure about the housing situation, at 81%.

= Among different live/work segments, respondents who are not employed (23%),
were the most likely to feel insecure about their housing situation, followed by
remote workers (19%), out-commuters (18%), and in-commuters (13%).
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m  Younger residents under 25 (13%) are slightly more likely to feel insecure about their
housing situation than in the county overall (11%).

m  Respondents with household income of $35,000 and under are three times as likely
to feel insecure compared to households with income over $75,000 (18% v. 6%) and
households with income between $35,000 and $75,000 are around twice as likely to
feel insecure compared to households with income over $75,000 (11% v. 6%).

m  Among household characteristics, households with more than one family living
together (21%) and households with families and roommates living together (20%)
were the most likely to feel insecure about their housing situation.
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Figure V-18.
How secure do you feel in your housing situation?

B Good [ NotSecure [ NotSure Other
Place
55% 57% 62% 67%
Breckenridge Dillon Frisco Silverthorne
Tenure
18%
10% 21%
63% 55%
English Spanish Renter Renter with Renter without Precariously
Lease Lease Housed
Live Work

3%

0,
% e
59% 70%
Live and Work Live and Out-commuter In-commuter Seasonal worker Not Employed
Remote Work

Income

23% 2% |

0 I
00 18%

62%

58% 62%

Under 25 25to34  35to64 65andover $35000 and $35,001 to $75,001 to $151,000
under $75,000 $150,000 and over

Household Characteristics

10%

63%

Adult living  Couple, no Couple, with Single parent More thanone Family and Roommates
alone children children  with children family living roommates
together

Note: n=1,078.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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Stability. Figure V-19 shows how long county participants have lived in their current
place. Overall, 38% of participants have been in their current place for 5 years or more,
35% have been in their current place between 1 to 5 years, and 27% have been in their
current place less than a year. Among respondent segments:

Residents in Dillon are more likely to have lived in their current place for less than a
year (32% compared to 27% in the county overall).

Almost half of Spanish speaking (48%) respondents have lived in their current place
for less than a year, compared to 21% of English speaking respondents.

Almost two thirds of owners (65%) have been in their current place 5 years or more.
Conversely, 60% of renters without a lease have been in their current place for less
than 1 year.

As expected, the duration increases with age and income; 71% of residents under
age 25 have been in their current place less than 1 year, compared to only 5% of
respondents over age 65. Over half of households with income of $35,000 and
under (56%) have been in their current place for less than 1 year, compared to 14%
of households with income over $150,000.

Among household types, households with more than one family living together
(55%), and households of roommates (53%) are the most likely to have been in their
current place less than 1 year.
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Figure V-19.
How long have you been in your home/apartment/room/place you live?

Lessthan1 1l1yearupto 5yearsor
year 5 years more

All 530 27% 690 35% 755 38%
Place

Breckenridge 138 21% 233 35% 290 44%
Dillon 63 32% 79 40% 56 28%
Frisco 55 27% 59 29% 93 45%
Silverthorne 91 27% 106 31% 144 42%
Language

English 327 21% 561 36% 667 43%
Spanish 203 48% 129 31% 88 21%
Tenure

Owner 64 7% 252 28% 581 65%
Renter 396 42% 400 42% 147 16%
Renter with Lease 246 36% 327 47% 119 17%
Renter without Lease 150 60% 73 29% 28 11%
Precariously Housed 17 37% 16 35% 13 28%
Age

Under 25 81 71% 27 24% 6 5%
25to 34 210 41% 240 47% 57 11%
35to 64 162 17% 315 33% 466 49%
65 and over 6 5% 16 12% 110 83%
Income

$35,000 and under 96 56% 42 25% 32 19%
$35,001 to $75,000 127 35% 137 38% 100 27%
$75,001 to $150,000 122 21% 238 41% 227 39%
$151,000 and over 56 14% 142 36% 202 51%
Household Characteristics

Adult living alone 79 30% 86 33% 95 37%
Couple, no children 85 18% 182 39% 204 43%
Couple, with children 65 17% 132 34% 193 49%
Single parent with children 12 21% 23 40% 23 40%
More than one family living together 24 55% 10 23% 10 23%
Family and roommates 33 43% 21 28% 22 29%
Roommates 134 53% 91 36% 27 11%

Note: n=1,975.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.

Doubled up. Figure V-20 shows the share of respondents that indicated they have
someone temporarily staying in their home due to lack of affordable housing—also
referred to as “doubling up”"— by place and respondent’s characteristics. Overall, 14% of
respondents are doubled up. As shown in the Figure:
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m  This share was slightly higher in Dillon and Frisco, at 21% and 16% respectively.

m  Over one third of Spanish speaking respondents (36%) are doubled up, compared to
9% of English speaking respondents.

m  The likelihood of being doubled up decreases with age and income. While only 5% of
respondents age 65 and over are doubled up, 26% respondents under age 25 are
doubled up. AlImost 30% of respondents with household income $35,000 and under
are doubled up and 20% of respondents with household income between $35,000
and $75,000 are doubled up, compared with 6% of respondents with household
income over $150,000.

m  Among tenure categories, renters without a lease are the most likely to be doubled
up, at 40%, followed by precariously housed respondents, at 29%.

m  Over 60% of households with more than one family living together are doubled up,
and 44% of five households with families and roommates are doubled up.
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Figure V-20.
Is anyone temporarily staying in your home because they cannot find an
affordable place to live? % Yes

All Place

14% 11% 21% 16% 10%
I — I [ —

All Breckenridge Dillon Frisco Silverthorne

Language Age
0,
36% e 0%
I ] |
English Spanish Under 25 25to 34 35 to 64 65 and over
Tenure
37% 0
: | I ]
Owner Renter Renter with Lease = Renter without Precariously
Lease Housed
Income
29%
19% 1% ,

N e B
$35,000 and $35,001 to $75,001 to $151,000 and

under $75,000 $150,000 over

Household Characteristics

61%
44%
26%
—— I | _
Couple, no Couple, with  Single parent More thanone Family and Roommates
children children with children  family living roommates
together

Note: n=1,740.
Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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Displacement experience. Residents were asked if they have been displaced
from their home—had to move when they did not want to move—in Summit County
over the past five years. Figure V-21 presents the proportion of residents who indicated
they experienced displacement.

Overall, 26% of respondents indicated they have experienced displacement, this rate
was higher in Dillon, at 36%.

Almost half (49%) of Spanish speaking respondents indicated they have experienced
displacement, over twice the 19% rate reported by English speaking respondents.

Overall, 42% of renters indicated they have experienced displacement. This
incidence is higher among renters without a lease, who are the most likely to have
experienced displacement, at 52%. Over one third of precariously housed
respondents (36%) indicated they have experienced displacement.

Out of all age groups, residents aged between 25 to 34 had the highest
displacement rate, which was 43%.

Around 40% of households with income below $75,000 indicated they have been
displaced, compared to 23% of households with income between $75,000 to
$150,000 and 10% of households with income over $150,000.

Households with shared living arrangements—more than one family living together
(51%), families and roommates (38%), and roommates (40%)—as well as single
parents(32%) have the highest rates of displacement among different household

types.
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Figure V-21.
In the past 5 years, have you had to move out of a home, condo, or

apartment in Summit County and surrounding areas when you didn't want

to move? (% Yes)

All Place
0,
26% 22% & 24% 23%
N=490 Breckenridge Dillon Frisco Silverthorne
(N=138) (N=69) (N=47) (N=76)
Language Age
49% . 43%

19% 28% 18%

I I— i
English Spanish Under 25 25to 34 35to 64 65 and over
(N=291) (N=199) (N=33) (N=219) (N=174) (N=2)
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m B .
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(N=64) (N=380) (N=259) Lease (N=121) Housed (N=16)
Income
41% 38%
0,
E ——
$35,000 and $35,001 to $75,001 to $151,000 and
under (N=72) $75,000 (N=140) $150,000 (N=134) over (N=42)
Household Characteristics
51%
32% . 38% 40%
— mes ses N
Adult living Couple, no Couple, with Singleparent More than Family and Roommates
alone (N=62) children children  with children onefamily roommates (N=101)
(N=89) (N=72) (N=19) living together (N=69)

(N=22)

Note:  N=1,909.
Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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Figure V-22 shows the top 5 reasons why residents were displaced by segment. Overall,
28% of displaced respondents indicated that the owner had sold the rental units they
occupied and around one in four (26%) indicated the owner turned the unit into a short
term rental. Among the segments with the highest rates of displacement for which
enough responses were gathered:

Over one third (36%) of displaced respondents in Breckenridge indicated that the
owner turned the unit into a short term rental.

Almost one third (32%) of displaced respondents in Dillon indicated that the owner
had sold the unit.

Almost one in four Spanish speaking respondents who have been displaced
indicated they were evicted (23%), and 21% indicated that the owner had sold the
unit.

One in four renters without a lease who have been displaced indicated the owner
turned the units into a short term rental, almost one in four indicated the rent
and/or property taxes increased to an unaffordable level (24%), and 19% indicated
they were evicted.

Almost 30% of residents aged between 25 to 34 who have been displaced indicated
that the owner turned the unit into a short term rental or had sold the unit.

The top displacement reason among households with income $35,000 or less who
have been displaced was because rent and/or property taxes increased to an
unaffordable level, at 24%. The top displacement reason among households with
income between $35,000 and $75,000 who have been displaced was because the
owner sold the unit, at 28%.

Over 40% of couples without children and 30% of adults living alone who have been
displaced indicated the owner turned the unit into a short term rental.
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Figure V-22.
What were the reasons you had to move? Top 5 Reasons

ALL
All % N
1 Owner sold my rental unit 28% 134
2 Owner turned the unit into a short term rental 26% 122
3 Rentand/or property taxes increased; couldn't afford to stay in current housing 16% 76
4 Owner turned the unit into a short term rental 14% 66
5 Evicted from home/apartment/ Personal Reasons 12% 58

cITy

Owner turned the unit into a short

36% Owner sold my rental unit
term rental
. Owner turned the unit into a short
2 Owner sold my rental unit 29% 38 2 24% 16
term rental
Rent and/or property taxes increased; Rent and/or property taxes increased;
3 couldn't afford to stay in current 17% 22 3 couldn't afford to stay in current 20% 13
housing housing
4 Personal reasons 17% 22 4 Other 15% 10
Owner wouldn't commit to a long .
5 12% 16 5 Evicted from home/apartment 14% 9

lease (six months or more)

Owner sold my rental unit 32% 16 Owner sold my rental unit 38% 29
Owner turned the unit into a short Owner turned the unit into a short

2 30% 15 2 30% 23
term rental term rental
Rent and/or property taxes increased;

3 couldn't afford to stay in current 18% 9 3 Evicted from home/apartment 14% 11
housing

4 Evicted from home/apartment 6% 8 4 Personal reasons 13% 10

5 Personal reasons 14% 7 5 Other 12%
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LANGUAGE

English %
1 Owner sold my rental unit 33%
Owner turned the unit into a short
2 31%
term rental
Rent and/or property taxes increased;
3 couldn't afford to stay in current 14%
housing
4 Other 13%
5 Personal reasons 11%
TENURE
Owner %
1 Owner sold my rental unit 38%
Owner turned the unit into a short
2 37%
term rental
3 Other 22%
Rent and/or property taxes increased;
4 couldn't afford to stay in current 13%
housing
5 Personal reasons 13%
Renter With Lease %
1 Owner sold my rental unit 34%
Owner turned the unit into a short
2 24%
term rental
Rent and/or property taxes increased;
3 couldn't afford to stay in current 14%
housing
4 Evicted from home/apartment 12%
Personal reasons 11%

N
94

89

M

38

31

24

23

14

N

86

60

34

29

Spanish %
1 Evicted from home/apartment 23%
2 Owner sold my rental unit 21%
Rent and/or property taxes increased;

3 couldn't afford to stay in current 18%
housing
Owner turned the unit into a short

4 17%
term rental

5 Personal reasons 14%

Renter %

1 Owner sold my rental unit 29%
Owner turned the unit into a short

2 24%
term rental
Rent and/or property taxes increased;

3 couldn't afford to stay in current 17%
housing

4 Evicted from home/apartment 14%

5 Personal reasons 11%

Renter Without Lease %

Owner turned the unit into a short

1 25%
term rental
Rent and/or property taxes increased;

2 couldn't afford to stay in current 24%
housing

3 Evicted from home/apartment 19%

4 Owner sold my rental unit 16%
Could not afford to pay rent/mortgage 14%

due to job or income loss

44

[\
105

89
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AGE

Under 25 % N 25to 34 % N
R / i ;
ent and/or property t.axes increased; Owner turned the unit into a short
1 couldn't afford to stay in current 26% 9 1 29% 65
i term rental
housing
2 Evicted from home/apartment 24% 8 2 Owner sold my rental unit 29% 63

Rent and/or property taxes increased;
Could not afford to pay rent/mortgage property

3 ) ) 18% 6 3 couldn't afford to stay in current 16% 36
due to job or income loss

housing
Owner turned the unit into a short
4 15% 5 4 Other 13% 29
term rental
5 Owner sold my rental unit 12% 4 5 Personal reasons 13% 28
35to 64 % N
1 Owner sold my rental unit 32% 55
Owner turned the unit into a short
2 24% 42
term rental
Rent and/or property taxes increased;
3 couldn't afford to stay in current 15% 26
housing
4 Personal reasons 12% 21
5 Evicted from home/apartment 10% 18
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INCOME
$35,000 and under

Rent and/or property taxes increased;
1 couldn't afford to stay in current
housing

2 Owner sold my rental unit

3 Personal reasons

4 Evicted from home/apartment

Owner turned the unit into a short
term rental

$75,001 to $150,000

1 Owner sold my rental unit

Owner turned the unit into a short
2 term rental

Rent and/or property taxes increased;
3 couldn't afford to stay in current

housing
4 Other

Change in household size (e.g., had
5 children, found a roommate, children
moved out)

%

24%

20%

17%

17%

12%

36%

32%

19%

13%

13%

N

18

15

13

13

N

49

43

25

18

18

$35,001 to $75,000

1 Owner sold my rental unit

Owner turned the unit into a short
term rental

3 Other

28%

23%

15%

Rent and/or property taxes increased;

4 couldn't afford to stay in current
housing
Change in household size (e.g., had

13%

5 children, found a roommate, children  12%

moved out)

40

33

21

19

17

$151,000 and over

Owner turned the unit into a short
term rental

2 Owner sold my rental unit
3 Personal reasons

Owner wouldn't commit to a long
lease (six months or more)

5 Owner moved in

31%

24%

21%

19%

17%

13

10
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HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

Adult Living Alone Couple, No Children

Owner turned the unit into a short Owner turned the unit into a short

term rental 30% term rental 41%
2 Owner sold my rental unit 30% 19 2 Owner sold my rental unit 35% 31
3 Other 17% 11 3 Personal reasons 13% 11
Rent and/or property taxes increased;
4 couldn't afford to stay in current 14% 9 4 Other 11% 10
housing
Rent and/or property taxes increased;
5 Personal reasons 13% 8 5 couldn't afford to stay in current 11% 10
housing

Couple, with Children Family and Roommates

Owner turned the unit into a short

1 Owner sold my rental unit 27%
term rental
Change in household size (e.g., had Rent and/or property taxes increased;
2 children, found a roommate, children  25% 18 2 couldn't afford to stay in current 27% 8
moved out) housing
3 Evicted from home/apartment 18% 13 3 Owner sold my rental unit 17% 5
Owner turned the unit into a short
4 14% 10 4 Evicted from home/apartment 17% 5
term rental
5 Personal reasons 1% 8 5 Personal reasons 17% 5
Roommates % N
1 Owner sold my rental unit 27% 28
Rent and/or property taxes increased;
2 couldn't afford to stay in current 27% 28
housing
Owner turned the unit into a short
3 21% 22
term rental

Changed jobs and could no longer live
4 in housing provided or discounted by  14% 14
my employer
5 Owner moved in 12% 12
Note: N=476.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.

The data presented in Figure V-23 displays the locations from which respondents were
displaced. Breckenridge had the highest number of displaced respondents with 128
individuals, making up 26% of the total. Silverthorne and Dillon followed with 15% and
14% respectively, while Frisco accounted for 10% of the displaced individuals.
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Breckenridge/Baldly/

Figure -23. e
In what area were you Blue River/Hoosier
living at the time when siverthorne | NN 74
you were asked to Dillon _ 69
move?
Note:
Wildernest
Source: - »
Root Policy Research from the Summit Summit Cove 28
County Housing Survey 2023. -
Keystone - 27
copper [ 13
other [ 12
Alma/Fairplay I 5
Leadville ] 5
Kremmling I 2
Eagle/Eagle Vail/Edwards | 1
Idaho Springs | 1
Figure V-24 shows the duration of time allotted for displaced residents to vacate their
premises. Around 55% of them were given a month or more, 19% had three to four
weeks, while 20% were given two weeks or less.
Figure V-24. N %
How much of a notice did °
your landlord give you Less than 1 week 45 10%
before you had to move?
y 1-2 weeks 45 10%
Note: 3-4 weeks 86 19%
n=464.
1-2 months 137 30%
S :
e , 2-3 months 67 14%
Root Policy Research from the Summit County
Housing Survey 2023. Longer than 3 months 50 11%
I don't remember/unsure 34 7%

Housing condition. Figure V-25 shows the share of respondents who rated the
condition of their home as fair or poor. Overall, 18% of respondents indicated their

home is in fair or poor condition.
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m  Respondents from Dillon are more likely to deem their house in poor or fair
condition, at 25% compared to 18% countywide.

= Almost one in four Spanish respondents deem their house in poor or fair condition
(24%), compared to 16% of English respondents.

= Around one in four of respondents below age 35 deem their house in poor or fair
condition, compared to 15% of respondents ages 35 to 64 and 4% of respondents 65
and over.

m  Ahigh share of all renters, around one in four, deem their house in poor or fair
condition, and the share is slightly higher among renters without a lease, at 28%.

m  Onein four households with income of $35,000 or below and one in five households
with income between $35,000 and $75,000 deem their house in poor or fair
condition, compared to 11% of households with income over $150,000.

m  Over one third of households with more than one family living together (35%), 29%
of households of roommates, and 25% of households with families and roommates
deem their house in poor or fair condition.
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Figure V-25.
How would you rate the condition of your home/apartment/place you are
living in? Percent Fair or Poor

B rair or poor Good/Other
All Place
18% 16% 25% 17% 17%
I I I I
All Breckenridge Dillon Frisco Silverthorne
Language Age
16% 24% 26% 24% 15%
ees N I S e
English Spanish Under 25 25to 34 35to 64 65 and over
Tenure
26% 25% 28% 17%
8%
—— . L [ ] —
Owner Renter Renter with Lease  Renter without Precariously
Lease Housed
Income
25% 20% 17% 1%
I [ ] [ ] —
$35,000 and $35,001 to $75,001 to $151,000 and
under $75,000 $150,000 over
Household Characteristics
35% 25% 29%

14% 15% 18%
& I —o [ - N -

Adult living Couple, no Couple, with Single parent More than Family and Roommates
alone children children  with children onefamily roommates
living together

Note: N=1,987.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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According to Figure V-26, the repair that is most frequently required is related to

weatherization such as insulation, weather stripping, and caulking, accounting for 27%.
This is followed by kitchen appliances at 19% and heating systems such as furnaces and

hot water heaters at 18%.

Figure V-26.

What are the most important items in your home that need to be fixed?

Weatherization (e.g., insulation, weather
stripping, caulking)

Kitchen appliances

Heating system (e.g., furnace, hot water
heater)
Other

Broken or cracked windows

Interior walls or ceilings (e.g., fix cracks,
holes, water damage)

Get rid of mold/mildew

Bathroom plumbing

Leaking/bad roof

Sidewalk and/or driveway
Landscaping (e.g., tree/bush pruning, weeds)
Kitchen plumbing

Electrical wiring

Water system, well or plumbing
Foundation or structure

Lacking flooring/have missing flooring
Bed bugs/rodent infestation

Have no source of heat/need heating system

Cooling system (e.g., air conditioning, swamp
cooler)

Accessibility improvements for me or another
member of my household with a disability

Sewer system/septic or plumbing needs

Removal of lead paint

Water system/no reliable source of
clean/drinkable water

27%

19%

18%

17%

16%

16%

13%

11%

10%

9%

3
X

8%

C’;III
= N
K o
(=)
X

4%

B
- EZD
| [ED
3%
| EZD
B 2
B 2

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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As shown in Figure V-27:

m  Twenty-two percent of respondents indicated they have not made repairs because
they cannot afford them and this share is higher in Frisco, at 32%.

m  Among Spanish speaking respondents, 37% indicated they worry that if they request
a repair it will result in a rent increase or eviction, and 21% indicated they have
asked the landlord and he/she won't make them, compared to 16% and 13% of
English speaking respondents respectively.

m  More than a third of renters are concerned that if they request a repair, their rent
might go up or they might face eviction. Additionally, one in four renters have asked
their landlord for a repair, but the landlord has refused. These figures remain fairly
consistent regardless of whether or not the renter has a lease agreement.
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Figure V-27.
What are the main reasons the repairs have not yet been made?

I/a household I worry that if
member will I request a I am afraid to
make the I can't find | have asked repair it will ask my
repairs but I/we can't I/we are someone to landlord and resultin a landlord to
haven't had afford to make savingupto hire to make he/she won't rentincrease make repairs |
time them make them them make them or eviction need

All 180 17% 22% 190 18% 79 8% 159 15% 222 21% 12% 194 19%
Place
Breckenridge 68 20% 73 22% 57 17% 28 8% 51 15% 61 18% 36 11% 72 21%
Dillon 11 10% 27 24% 16 14% 3 3% 17 15% 30 26% 13 11% 18 16%
Frisco 18 17% 34 32% 23 21% 10 9% 12 11% 20 19% 8 7% 15 14%
Silverthorne 26 15% 38 22% 29 17% 19 11% 19 11% 44 26% 23 14% 26 15%
Language
English 165 21% 187 23% 174 22% 73 9% 108 13% 130 16% 80 10% 160 20%
Spanish 15 6% 45 18% 16 7% 6 2% 51 21% 92 37% 43 17% 34 14%
Tenure
Owner 115 30% 157 41% 153 40% 53 14% 2 1% 3 1% 5 1% 54 14%
Renter 51 9% 66 11% 27 5% 20 3% 144 25% 210 36% 113 19% 117 20%
Renter with Lease 39 9% 36 8% 12 3% 12 3% 110 25% 155 35% 85 19% 100 23%
Renter without Lease 12 8% 30 20% 15 10% 8 5% 34 23% 55 37% 28 19% 17 11%

Note: N=1,047.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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Housing costs. Figure V-28 compares median housing, transportation, utilities, and
debt costs for owners and rents by place and language.

m  The total median costs among owners in the county is $3,975 and for renters,
$3,274.

m  Among owners, the highest median mortgage costs were reported by respondents
in Silverthorne, at $2,300, and the lowest in Frisco at $1,800.

m  Among renters, the highest median rent costs were reported by respondents in
Dillon and Frisco, at $2,200, and the lowest in Breckenridge at $1,963.

m  Spanish speaking renters reported slightly lower median rents of $2,050 compared
to $2,000 for English speaking renters. Spanish speakers reported slightly lower rent
and transportation costs, bringing their median costs to $3,200, slightly lower than
the $3,290 among English speakers.
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Figure V-28. Median Monthly Costs

$4,500

$4,000
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Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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Figure V-29 shows the percentage of respondents who indicated receiving rent or
mortgage assistance from an organization such as FIRC, churches, SCHA, or the State of
Colorado. The vast majority of respondents, over 90%, indicated they do not receive rent
or mortgage assistance.

Figure V-29.

Do you receive assistance from an organization like FIRC, churches, the
Summit Combined Housing Authority, or the State of Colorado to help you
with your rent or mortgage?

B No B ves Unsure
Place
Dillon 94% Py 4%
Frisco 98% 29
Silverthorne 95% ELN 3%
Language

English 97% L 1%

Spanish 92% % 5%

Note: N=1,814.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.

Cost burden. Survey data were used to estimate the rate of cost burden in Summit
County. Figure V-30 shows the cost burden rates by area median income (AMI) and
tenure compared to the rates from the latest Comprehensive Housing Affordability
Strategy (CHAS) data from HUD in 2019.

Among renters, the survey estimates indicate higher rates of cost burden and severe
cost burden among all AMI categories. Survey data estimates 29% of renters are severely
cost burdened and 58% are cost burdened, compared to 42% and 14% according to
CHAS data.

According to the survey, owners experience a higher rate of cost burden compared to
CHAS data. The survey found that 33% of owners experience cost burden, while CHAS
data reported 26%. However, the survey indicates owners below 30% AMI and those with
income between 80% and 100% AMI have lower rates of cost burden, 63% compared to
72% and 40% compared to 46%, respectively. Additionally, the survey revealed a lower
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rate of severe cost burden at 8% compared to 13%, which is driven by significantly lower
rates of severe cost burden among owners with income below 30% AMI (50% v. 60%) and
those with income between 80% and 100% AMI (4% v. 22%).

Figure V-30.
Cost Burden by AMI and Tenure

Renters Owners
CHAS Data  Survey Data
Housing Cost Burden >30% 42% 58% 26% 33%
Household Income <= 30% AMI 77% 94% 72% 63%
Household Income >30% to <=50% AMI 85% 91% 77% 83%
Household Income >50% to <=80% AMI 42% 65% 30% 62%
Household Income >80% to <=100% AMI 39% 45% 46% 40%
Household Income >100% AMI 13% 21% 1% 24%
Housing Severe Cost Burden >50% 14% 29% 13% 8%
Household Income <= 30% AMI 47% 90% 60% 50%
Household Income >30% to <=50% AMI 41% 67% 46% 67%
Household Income >50% to <=80% AMI 8% 21% 14% 26%
Household Income >80% to <=100% AMI 0% 6% 22% 4%
Household Income >100% AMI 0% 1% 2% 3%

Note:  N=1,430.
Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023, and HUD CHAS 2019 data.

Employment

Figure V-31 shows the various industries that employ workers in households. The data
indicates that:

m  Spanish speaking households have a higher concentration of workers in the
accommodation and food services (40%) and construction (53%) industries.

= Onthe other hand, English speaking households have a greater representation in
government (28%), accommodation and food services (22%), outdoor
recreation/outfitter (21%), and real estate/property management (18%) industries.
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Figure V-31.
What types of business(es) do the adults in your household work for?

English Survey Spanish Survey

Industry N %

Banking/finance/insurance 53 4% 1 0%
Construction 191 13% 135 40%
Mining and Natural Resources 16 1% 0 0%
Outdoor recreation/outfitter 298 21% 2 1%
Accommodation and food services 322 22% 178 53%
Retail 137 10% 21 6%
Education (PreK-12, college) 129 9% 14 4%
Health care 153 11% 13 4%
Local/state government 406 28% 8 2%
Manufacturing 11 1% 1 0%
Real estate/property management 255 18% 0 0%
Transportation and warehousing 63 4% 3 1%
Professional services (legal, accounting, etc.) 150 10% 2 1%

Note:  N=1,434. Numbers and percentages do not add up to the total because multiple responses were allowed from respondents.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
Figure V-32 shows the income distribution, tenure, and commute time by industry.

m  Households with workers in construction (16%); accommodation and food services
(19%); and retail (11%) industries are more likely to have a household income of
$35,000 or less and the most likely to be renters, at 53%, 66% and 61% respectively.

m  Households with workers in the government and in the outdoor recreation/outfitter
industries are more likely to have incomes in the $75,000 to $150,000 range, at 52%
and 55% respectively. While households with workers in the government sector
have a higher homeownership rate of 62%, this is much lower among workers in the
outdoor recreation/outfitter, at 45%.

m  Households with workers in the real estate/property management industry are the
most likely to have income over $150,000, at 53%, and have the highest ownership
rate, at 69%.

m  For commutes, households with workers in the transportation and warehousing,
and real estate/property management industries have a higher chance of having a
commute of 20 minutes or less, at 76% and 73% respectively. In contrast,
households with workers in the construction and professional services industries
are more likely to have a commute of over an hour, at 12% and 10%, respectively.
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Figure V-32.
Income, Tenure, and Commute Time by Employment Industry

Income Distribution Tenure Commute Time
$35,000 $35,001to $75,001to $150,001 Oto 20 20to 60 More than
Industry and under $75,000  $150,000 andover | Renter Owner in. min. 60 min.
Banking/finance/insurance 4% 18% 37% 41% 43% 57% 67% 29% 4%
Construction 16% 31% 34% 20% 53% 41% 47% 42% 12%
Outdoor rec/outfitter 5% 20% 55% 20% 48% 45% 60% 35% 5%
Accommodation and food
. 19% 28% 36% 18% 66% 26% 55% 38% 7%
services
Retail 11% 31% 39% 19% 61% 32% 59% 33% 7%
Education 3% 22% 46% 29% 42% 55% 62% 34% 4%
Health care 1% 18% 38% 43% 42% 55% 62% 32% 6%
Local/state government 1% 13% 52% 34% 31% 62% 61% 30% 8%
Real estate/property
0% 9% 38% 53% 26% 69% 73% 22% 5%
management
Transportation and
. 0% 31% 56% 13% 42% 48% 76% 19% 5%
warehousing
Professional services 0% 17% 40% 43% 33% 64% 67% 23% 10%

Note:  N=1,434. The commute time was asked of up to three workers per household, the results shown are for the first worker.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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Seasonal workers. According to the survey, 51% of seasonal workers find it very
difficult to secure housing in the county and 27% find it somewhat difficult. Additionally,
63% of seasonal workers live and work in Summit County for 7-12 months each year.
Forty percent of seasonal workers indicated they reside in one of the Front Range cities.

Transportation and Commuting

Figure V-33 displays the common modes of transportation used by respondents in
Summit County. Out of all the respondents, 86% use a car, 8% use the Summit Stage, 3%
walk, 2% use a work truck, and 1% use a bike.

The Summit Stage is most frequently used by certain groups of respondents. Specifically,
those residing in Dillon (8%) and renters (13%), particularly those without a lease (22%),
use the Summit Stage frequently. Additionally, Spanish speakers (25%), younger
residents under the age of 25 (23%), households with an income below $35,000 (27%),
and households with multiple families living together (33%) are among the most
frequent users.

According to the survey results, respondents from Silverthorne, English speakers,

homeowners, respondents over 35 years of age, respondents with a household income
above $75,000, and respondents who live in couple households rely heavily on personal
vehicles, with 90% or more of them indicating they typically get round the county by car.

RooT PoLicy RESEARCH SECTION V, PAGE 52

237



Figure V-33. How do you typically get around Summit County?

B car W summitstage [l walk [ worktruck [} Bike [l Employer shuttle/work from
home/telecommute

All Age
86% 8% 3% Under 25 23% 6% 5%
Place 25 to 34 10% 3o
Breckenridge 86% 5% 5% 35to 64 5% I
Dillon 87% 1% I 65 and over 4
Silverthorne 91% 5% $35,000 and under 27% 3% 4%
Language $35,001 to $75,000 85% 8% 4%
Tenure Household Characteristics
Owner ﬂ Adult living alone 89% 4% 6%
Renter 82% 13% 3% Couple, no children 90% 4% 3%
Renter with
without ease 2 single parent = =

Precariously 82% 5% 5% More than one family 60% 33%
housed

living together

Family and roommates 76% 15% 4%4%
Roommates 77% 16% 5%
Note:  N=1,805.
Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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Figure V-34 shows the number of cars per household according to survey respondents.
Overall, 45% of households indicated having 2 cars, 29% indicated having one car, 16%
indicated having 3 cars, 7% indicated having 4 or more cars, and 4% indicated not having
acar.

The usage of Summit Stage is similar to the pattern of households that have no car. This
includes Spanish speakers (11%), renters without a lease (10%), individuals with unstable
housing (10%), those under the age of 25 (13%), individuals with an income below
$35,000 (14%), and families with multiple members living together (21%).

Households that are most likely to have three or more cars include English speakers
(25%), owners (26%), renters without a lease (26%), those under the age of 25 (26%),
households with an income above $150,000 (38%), couples with children (26%), families
and roommates living together (44%), and households composed of roommates (41%).
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Figure V-34. How many cars does your household have?

B Nocar B cr B 2cars B 3cars [ 4 or more

All Age
4% 29% 45% 16% | 7% Under 25 13% 33% 28% 17% 9%
Place 25t0 34 &) 32% 41% 14% | 9%
Breckenridge P 29% 46% 15% | 7% 35t0 64 PL/SEEPL) 48% 17% 7%
Dillon {73 34% 42% 13% 6% 65 and over P 32% 50% 14% 29
Frisco [ 28% 43% 17% 7% Income
Silverthorne [E/IEPYLY 50% 17% | 7% $35,000 and under 14% 51% 27% 6% 29
Language $35,001 to $75,000 L) 43% 35% 13% 4%
English P24 26% 47% 16% 9% $75,001 to $150,000 [EVAREeLA 56% 17% 7%
Spanish 11% 38% 34% 14% 2% $151,000 and over K4 54% 23% 15%
Tenure Household Characteristics
Owner [ETRELRS 55% 18% 7% Adult living alone [ 79% 1% 3%
Renter E{7) 37% 37% 14% 8% Couple, no children NENELS 67% 1% 4%
Renter with
lease 4% 36% 40% 12% 8% Couple with children EAEEN 59% 19% 7%
Renter . . . . . Single parent - o p— -
without lease A& S8 ) 18% [ with children & ° e ° pitd
Precariously - W% 45% 25% PP  More than one family 21% 26% 23% 21% 9%
housed living together
Family and roommates ([/3I37) 29% 21% 23%
Roommates BCIZS 17% 32% 23% 18%
Note: N=1,789.
Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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Figure V-35 shows the percentage of respondents who said they could live without a car
by place of residence and language, as well as what would be needed for that to happen.
Overall, 13% of respondents indicated they could live without a car. This share was
higher in Frisco (16%) and Dillon (17%), and among Spanish speaking respondents (19%).
Among those who indicated they could live without a car, 46% indicated they could do it
if public transportation was more available, 9% indicated they could do it if they lived in a
different part of the county, and 6% if they could live in Summit County and not
commute in.

Figure V-35.
Do you think you could live without a car?

All Place Language

13% 12% 17% 16% 7% 12% 19%
[ mees B BEEE 0 —

All Breckenridge  Dillon Frisco Silverthorne English Spanish

(N Yes=234) (N Yes=75) (N Yes=30) (N Yes=30) (N Yes=21) (N Yes=168) (N Yes=66)

Il VYes, | don't M Yes ifllivedina [l Yes, iflwasable [l Yes, if public

use my car different part of to live in Summit transportation
that much Summit County County and not was more
commute in available
All
39% 9% 6% 46%
Place
Breckenridge 45% 5% 4% 45%
Dillon 37% 3% 20% 40%
Frisco 33% 10% 3% 53%
Silverthorne 62% 10% 5% 24%
Language
English 36% 10% 4% 51%
Spanish 45% 9% 12% 33%

Note: N=1,767.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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As shown in Figure V-36, 69% of respondents feel they have enough parking spaces,
while 22% need more parking space, 5% need two more spaces, 4% need three more
spaces, and 1% need fewer parking spaces.

Among places of residence, respondents from Breckenridge and Dillon are more
likely to need extra spaces.

Demand for more parking space is higher among Spanish speaking respondents,
32% of Spanish speaking respondents indicated needing one more parking space,
compared to 19% of English speaking respondents.

Renters also have a higher demand for more parking spaces, 27% indicated needing
one more parking space, compared to 17% of owners.

Among age categories, residents under 25 were the most likely to indicate needing
two or more parking spaces (20%).

Around 30% of lower income households with income of $35,000 indicated needing
one more parking space, a larger share than higher income households.

Among households with more than one family living together, 28% indicated
needing one more parking space, and 18% indicated three or more extra spaces.
Among households with families and roommates 34% indicated needing one more
parking space, and 10% indicated two extra spaces. Among households with
roommates, 10% indicated needing three or more extra spaces.

As shown in Figure V-37 parking for work vehicles is an issue for 9% of respondents.
Renters with a lease (11%), precariously housed respondents (17%), and households with
families and roommates (12%) are more likely to indicate having difficulty finding parking
for their work vehicles.
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Figure V-36.
Think about the parking spaces you have available in your housing for all
the people who live in your housing. Would you say that...

We need

We have We need We need three or We need fewer

enough one more two more more parking spaces/
parking parking parking parking we have too many
spaces space spaces spaces places to park
All 1,759 69% 22% 5% 4% 1%
Place
Breckenridge 605 69% 23% 5% 3% 0%
Dillon 172 66% 22% 5% 6% 2%
Frisco 185 74% 19% 4% 2% 2%
Silverthorne 296 72% 21% 3% 2% 1%
Language
English 1,419 71% 19% 5% 4% 1%
Spanish 340 58% 32% 6% 4% 0%
Tenure
Owner 817 77% 17% 3% 2% 1%
Renter 831 61% 27% 6% 6% 0%
Renter with Lease 620 61% 27% 6% 7% 0%
Renter without Lease 211 60% 26% 9% 5% 0%
Precariously Housed 35 71% 11% 14% 3% 0%
Age
Under 25 112 55% 25% 10% 10% 0%
25to 34 496 60% 26% 6% 7% 0%
35 to 64 942 72% 20% 4% 2% 1%
65 and over 130 88% 9% 1% 2% 1%
Income
$35,000 and under 170 55% 31% 8% 6% 1%
$35,001 to $75,000 358 65% 24% 5% 6% 0%
$75,001 to $150,000 586 69% 23% 5% 3% 1%
$151,000 and over 399 77% 16% 5% 2% 1%
Household Characteristics
Adult living alone 261 72% 16% 3% 8% 0%
Couple, no children 471 73% 19% 5% 2% 1%
Couple, with children 385 72% 22% 4% 1% 1%
Single parent with children 56 84% 14% 2% 0% 0%
More than one family
o 40 50% 28% 5% 18% 0%
living together
Family and roommates 77 52% 34% 10% 3% 1%
Roommates 250 62% 22% 7% 10% 0%

Note:  N=1,759.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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Figure V-37.
Do you or anyone in your household need to have parking for a work truck
or trailer where you live?

Yes, andlam No; no one in my
Yes, and | have able to park it household brings

trouble finding a near where | a work truck or
place to park it live trailer home

All 1,751 9% 16% 75%
Place
Breckenridge 606 7% 16% 76%
Dillon 164 7% 20% 74%
Frisco 188 8% 13% 79%
Silverthorne 297 9% 21% 70%
Language
English 1413 8% 17% 75%
Spanish 338 9% 13% 78%
Tenure
Owner 814 7% 19% 73%
Renter 823 9% 13% 77%
Renter with Lease 614 11% 1% 78%
Renter without Lease 209 6% 20% 74%
Precariously Housed 35 17% 14% 69%
Age
Under 25 111 9% 15% 76%
25to 34 495 10% 15% 75%
35to 64 937 8% 18% 74%
65 and over 131 5% 11% 83%
Income
$35,000 and under 165 8% 14% 78%
$35,001 to $75,000 358 8% 14% 78%
$75,001 to $150,000 585 9% 17% 74%
$151,000 and over 398 8% 17% 75%
Household Characteristics
Adult living alone 259 5% 11% 84%
Couple, no children 466 10% 16% 74%
Couple, with children 383 9% 21% 69%
Single parent with children 59 8% 15% 76%
More than one family living together 41 7% 7% 85%
Family and roommates 76 12% 18% 70%
Roommates 249 9% 15% 76%

Note: N=1,751.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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In-commuters. Out of the surveyed individuals who commute to the county for
work, 61% expressed they would be willing to make a trade-off in order to reside in the
county. Respondents were able to select all applicable trade-offs they would be willing to
make. The most common trade-offs were:

m | would be willing to live in a duplex/triplex/townhome rather than a single family
home, at 35%;

m | would be willing to buy a home that is smaller than the one | own now, at 28%;
m | would be willing to live in a place with fewer bedrooms than | have now, at 28%;

= | would be willing to live in a condominium rather than a single family detached
home, at 27%; and

m | would be willing to buy a home that has resale restrictions, at 23%.

Housing Solutions

Respondents were presented with a set of housing assistance options and asked to
select the ones that would most improve their housing situation. Figure V-38 presents
the top 5 most selected options among different respondent segments.

m  Overall, 35% of respondents indicated finding a home they can afford to buy would
improve their situation, 31% indicated they are happy with their housing situation,
and 18% indicated help with a down payment and closing costs to buy a home
would improve their situation.

m  Among the places of residence, respondents from Breckenridge were the most likely
to be happy with their housing situation, at 37%. Over 30% of respondents in all
jurisdictions indicated finding a home they can afford to buy would improve their
situation.

m  Spanish speaking respondents indicated the top solution was to have more
bedrooms for their families (35%), followed by finding a home they can afford (33%),
and help finding rental housing (31%); while 38% of English speaking respondents
indicated they are happy with their housing situation and top solutions mentioned
were finding a home (36%) they can afford to buy and help with a down payment
and closing costs to buy a home (20%).

m  Over 70% of respondents age 65 and over indicated they are happy with their
housing situation, this was also the top response among respondents age 35 to 64
at 38%, followed by finding a home they can afford to buy (33%). Finding a home
they can afford to buy was the top response among residents ages 25 to 34, at 53%,
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while finding rental housing was the top response among those under age 25, at
44%.

m  Almost 60% of owners indicated they are happy with their housing situation, while
54% of renters indicated finding a house they can afford and 30% indicated help
with a down payment and closing costs to buy a home would improve their housing
situation.

m  Households composed of couples with and without children were the most likely to
be happy with their housing situation, at 35% and 44% respectively. Finding a home
they can afford to buy was the top solution among adult living alone (37), single
parents (45%), and households with roommates (51%). Almost 40% of households of
more than one family together and 30% of families and roommates indicated help
finding rental housing would improve their housing situation, and 37% of
households of more than one family together indicated assistance with paying rent
each month would improve their housing situation.

= Around 30% of households earning $35,000 or less stated that receiving assistance
with rent payments would improve their housing situation. Additionally, 28% of
households in this income bracket also said that help with locating rental housing
would be beneficial.

m  Among households earning between $35,000 and $75,000, finding a home that is
affordable to buy was the most popular response, with 40% indicating it as their top
choice. Similarly, among households earning between $75,000 and $150,000, 45%
selected help in finding a home they can afford to buy. For households in the
$35,000 to $75,000 income bracket, the second most popular response was
receiving help to obtain a loan for buying a house, with 24% indicating this.
Meanwhile, among households earning between $75,000 and $150,000, the next
most common response was that they were satisfied with their current housing
situation, with 30% indicating this.
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Figure V-38.
What do you feel you most need to improve your housing situation?

ALL

All % N
1 Finding a home I can afford to buy 35% 678
2 N/A; | am happy with my housing situation 31% 604
3 Help with a down payment and closing costs to buy a home 18% 354
4 Help getting a loan to buy a house 16% 312
5 Help find rental housing 15% 291
CITY

Breckenridge % \| Dillon % \|

N/A; | am happy with my housing

) ) 37% 241 1 Finding a home | can afford to buy 35% 67
situation

. N/A; I am happy with my housing
2 Finding a home | can afford to buy 37% 239 2 ituati 26% 49
situation

Help with a down payment and )
3 i 21% 137 3 Help find rental housing 17% 33
closing costs to buy a home

) Help with a down payment and
4 Help getting a loan to buy a house 17% 113 4 ) 17% 32
closing costs to buy a home

5 More bedrooms for my family 14% 90 5 Help getting a loan to buy a house 16% 31
Frisco % \ Silverthorne % \|
1 Finding a home I can afford to buy 32% 65 1 Finding a home | can afford to buy 36% 120
N/A; | am ha with my housin N/A; | am ha with my housin
) ) PPy o & 29% 58 2 ) 1/ y . 32% 108

situation Situation

3 Help find rental housing 17% 35 3 Help getting a loan to buy a house 17% 57
Help with a down payment and Help with a down payment and

4 i 16% 33 4 ) 16% 53
closing costs to buy a home closing costs to buy a home

5 More bedrooms for my family 14% 28 5 More bedrooms for my family 15% 51

RooT PoLicy RESEARCH SECTION V, PAGE 62

247



LANGUAGE

N/A; | am happy with my housing situation 38%

2 Finding a home | can afford to buy 36%

3 Help with a down payment and closing 20%
costs to buy a home

4 Help getting a loan to buy a house 15%

5 Help find rental housing 11%

Under 25 25t0 34

Help find rental housing

Assistance to help me pay rent each

33%
month
3 Finding a home | can afford to buy 29%

Assurance that | can stay in my rental unit
4 for awhile (that my landlord won't sellthe  21%
unit or convert it to a short term rental)

5 More bedrooms for my family 17%

1 N/A;1am happy with my housing situation  38%

2 Finding a home | can afford to buy 33%

3 Help with a down payment and closing 17%
costs to buy a home

4 More bedrooms for my family 15%

5 Help getting a loan to buy a house 14%

542

299

225

167

37

33

23

19

312

160

141

138

More bedrooms for my family
Finding a home | can afford to buy 33%
Help find rental housing 31%

Assistance to help me pay rent each

month 29%
Where to find landlords that take ITINs,

accept people without a social security 25%
number (SSN)

Finding a home | can afford to buy

Help with a down payment and closing

31%
costs to buy ahome
Help getting a loan to buy a house 26%
Help find rental housing 23%

Assurance that | can stay in my rental unit
for awhile (that my landlord won't sellthe  20%
unit or convert it to a short term rental)

N/A; | am happy with my housing situation  73%

Specialized housing for memory
care/respite care when | or a family 8%
member needs it

Finding a home | can afford to buy 6%

Assistance to help me get through 5%
emergency situations when they arise

Money or technical assistance to build an
Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) or cottage 5%

home on my lot

136

124

117

102

156

132

115

29

11
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TENURE

Owner % N Renter % N
N/A; | am happy with my housing .
1 ) 58% 514 1 Finding a home | can afford to buy 54% 492
situation
Help with repairs to my home or Help with a down payment and
2 P P d 15% 136 2 p - 30% 274
apartment closing costs to buy a home

3 Finding a home | can afford to buy 15% 130 3 Help getting a loan to buy a house 28% 260

4 More bedrooms for my family 14% 124 4 Help find rental housing 26% 238
Assurance that | can stay in my
Assistance to help me pay rental unit for awhile (that my
5 6% 56 5 ) 23% 207
property taxes landlord won't sell the unit or

convert it to a short term rental)

Renter With Lease % \\] Renter Without Lease % N

1 Finding a home | can afford to buy 59% 398 1 Finding a home | can afford to buy 39% 94

Help with a down payment and )
i 33% 224 2 Help find rental housing 34% 80
closing costs to buy a home

) Assistance to help me pay rent
3 Help getting a loan to buy a house 31% 209 3 28% 66
each month

Assurance that | can stay in my
) rental unit for awhile (that my
4 Help find rental housing 23% 158 4 : 21% 51
landlord won't sell the unit or

convert it to a short term rental)

Assurance that | can stay in my

rental unit for awhile (that my )
5 ) 23% 156 5 Help getting a loan to buy a house 21% 51
landlord won't sell the unit or

convert it to a short term rental)

Precariously Housed % N

1 Finding a home | can afford to buy 55% 17
2 Help getting a loan to buy a house 35% 11

Help with a down payment and

3 . 32% 10
closing costs to buy a home
4 Help find rental housing 29% 9
N/A; | am ha with my housin
5 ' PRy y g 16% 5
Situation
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HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

Adult Living Alone % \| Couple, No Children % L\
N/A; I am ha with my housin
1 Finding a home | can afford to buy 37% 95 1 ) S/ i g 44% 208
situation
N/A; | am happy with my housing .
2 ) 32% 81 2 Finding a home | can afford to buy 33% 156
situation
Help with a down payment and Help with a down payment and
5 o - 26% 65 3 pay 18% 85
closing costs to buy a home closing costs to buy a home
4 Help getting a loan to buy a house 18% 46 4 Help getting a loan to buy a house 14% 67
5 Help find rental housing 15% 37 5 More bedrooms for my family 12% 55
Couple, with Children % \ Single Parent with Children % \

N/A; | am happy with my housing

1 . ) 35% 138 1 Finding a home | can afford to buy 45% 27
situation

2 Finding a home | can afford to buy 32% 127 2 More bedrooms for my family 37% 22

3 More bedrooms for my family 25% 99 3 Help getting a loan to buy a house 25% 15

Help with repairs to my home or Help with a down payment and

4 14% 55 4 i 23% 14
apartment closing costs to buy a home
) N/A; I am happy with my housing
5 Help getting a loan to buy a house 14% 55 ) ) 18% 11
situation
More than One Family Living Togetl % \| Family and Roommates % N
1 Help find rental housing 39% 16 1 Help find rental housing 30% 24
Assistance to help me pay rent
2 P L 37% 15 2 Finding a home | can afford to buy 28% 22
each month
Assurance that | can stay in my
. rental unit for awhile (that my
3 More bedrooms for my family 29% 12 3 ) 25% 20
landlord won't sell the unit or
convert it to a short term rental)
4 Finding a home | can afford to buy 22% 9 4 More bedrooms for my family 21% 17

Assistance to help me pay rent
22% 9 5 each month/Help with repairsto  19% 15
my home or apartment

Help with a security deposit for a
rental unit

Roommates % N
1 Finding a home | can afford to buy 51% 127
2 Help find rental housing 35% 87

Assurance that | can stay in my
rental unit for awhile (that my

3 ) 25% 64
landlord won't sell the unit or

convert it to a short term rental)

Help with a down payment and

) 25% 63
closing costs to buy a home

5 Help getting a loan to buy a house 24% 60
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INCOME

$35,000 and under % N $35,001 to $75,000 % N
1 /::sci;t:]r;;i;o help me pay rent 29% 50 1 Finding a home | can afford to buy 40% 145
2 Help find rental housing 28% 47 2 Help getting a loan to buy a house 24% 87
3 More bedrooms for my family 26% 45 3 Help find rental housing 22% 81

Assurance that | can stay in my
o rental unit for awhile (that my
4 Finding a home | can afford to buy 26% 44 4 : 22% 79
landlord won't sell the unit or

convert it to a short term rental)

Where to find landlords that take )
) Help with a down payment and
5 ITINs, accept people without a 23% 39 5 , 22% 78
) ) closing costs to buy a home
social security number (SSN)

$75,001 to $150,000 % N $151,000 and over % \|
N/A; | am ha with my housin
1 Finding a home | can afford to buy 45% 262 1 ) 1 y . 55% 219
situation
N/A; | am happy with my housing .
2 . ) 30% 174 2 Finding a home | can afford to buy 28% 114
situation
Help with a down payment and Help with a down payment and
3 ) 26% 153 3 ) 14% 57
closing costs to buy a home closing costs to buy a home
) Help with repairs to my home or
4 Help getting a loan to buy a house 20% 119 4 11% 45
apartment
5 More bedrooms for my family 13% 79 5 More bedrooms for my family 9% 37

Note: N=1,928.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.

Interest in deed restricted homes. As shown in Figure V-39, 30% of
respondents overall indicated they are very interested in deed restricted homes, and
another 31% indicated they are somewhat interested. These include respondents who
are current owners and would be looking to own a different unit.

m  Forty five percent of renters indicated they are very interested and another 39%
indicated they are somewhat interested in deed restricted homes.

m  Among the different jurisdictions interest in highest among respondents from
Frisco, of which 38% indicated they are very interested.

m  Among the different age groups, interest is higher among respondents ages 25 to
34, with almost 50% indicating they are very interested.
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m  Among income categories, interest is higher among respondents with household
income between $35,000 and $75,000, with almost 40% indicating they are very
interested.

m  Household with families and roommates (35%), households of single parents (30%),
and households of couples with children (30%), indicated higher interest in deed
restricted homes compared to the other household types.
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Figure V-39a.

How interested would you be in becoming a homeowner if the only way to
afford to buy a home was to participate in a program that limits the resale
terms of the home (for example, resale and price cap, must sell to others
participating in the program or local workers)?

Very Somewhat Not at all
interested interested interested
All 1,533 31% 31% 38%
Place
Breckenridge 591 32% 32% 36%
Dillon 122 23% 29% 48%
Frisco 173 38% 25% 36%
Silverthorne 241 26% 34% 40%
Tenure
Owner 858 21% 25% 54%
Renter 586 45% 39% 16%
Renter with Lease 476 46% 37% 17%
Renter without Lease 110 42% 48% 10%
Precariously Housed 26 31% 50% 19%
Age
Under 25 73 27% 45% 27%
25to 34 390 49% 37% 14%
35 to 64 773 27% 30% 42%
65 and over 133 7% 1% 82%
Income
$35,000 and under 55 31% 31% 38%
$35,001 to $75,000 241 39% 36% 25%
$75,001 to $150,000 549 36% 32% 32%
$151,000 and over 398 23% 27% 50%
Household Characteristics
Adult living alone 248 29% 33% 37%
Couple, no children 443 28% 28% 44%
Couple, with children 279 30% 28% 42%
Single parent with children 30 30% 40% 30%
Family and roommates 40 35% 33% 33%
Roommates 208 41% 38% 21%

Note:  N=1,533. Not enough responses were gathered from the Spanish survey.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.

Figure V-40 displays the share of respondents who indicated they have looked into
buying a deed restricted home but did not buy one and Figure V-41 shows the reasons
for not buying the property.
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m  Overall, 38% of respondents indicated they looked into but did not buy a deed
restricted home, and 31% indicated they did not buy the property because the
resale restrictions made them feel it was not a good investment.

m  Among the jurisdictions, respondents from Frisco (43%) were the most likely to have
looked into but did not buy a deed restricted home, 24% of the indicated they did
not buy it because the resale restrictions made them feel it was not a good
investment, but 21% indicated they did not buy it because they were not chosen in
the lottery.

m  Close to half (47%) of renters looked into but did not buy a deed restricted home,
and 22% indicated they did not buy the property because they couldn't afford the
monthly payments, 18% because they were not chosen in the lottery, and 17%
because they felt it was not a good investment.

m  Almost half (49%) of respondents ages 25 to 34 and 40% of respondents ages 35 to
64 looked into but did not buy a deed restricted home. Among respondents ages 25
to 34 the top reason was they didn't feel it was a god investment, at 25%, and the
second was because they couldn't afford the monthly payments, at 19%. Among
respondents ages 35 to 64, the top reason was they didn't feel it was a good
investment, at 35%.

= Around 40% of respondents with income over $35,000 indicated they looked into
but did not buy a deed restricted home. Among households with income over
$150,000 the top reason they did not buy was that they didn't feel it was a good
investment (43%), while among households with income between $35,000 and
$75,000 the top reason was that they couldn’t afford the monthly payments (19%)
followed by not being chosen in the lottery (17%). Among households with income
between $75,000 and $150,000 the top reason was that they didn't feel it was a good
investment (31%), followed by not being chosen in the lottery (17%).
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Figure V-40.

Have you ever looked into buying a deed restricted home and didn't buy

one? (% Yes)

All Place

38% 38% 43%

36%

Breckenridge Dillon Frisco

Tenure

47% 48%

Silverthorne

42%

Owner Renter Renter with Lease Renter without Lease
Age

— 40%

16% 10%

I —
Under 25 25to 34 35to 64 65 and over
Income

38% 41% 38%

I

$35,000 and under $35,001 to $75,000 $75,001 to $150,000 $151,000 and over

Household Characteristics

41% 36% 41% 43% o)
Adult living Couple, no Couple, with Single parent Family and
alone children children with children roommates

Note:  N=1,519.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.

35%

Roommates
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Figure V-41. What were the reasons you did not buy a deed restricted home?

Resale

restrictions/ | tried but Couldn't Not Not good Can't buy

didn't feel it wasn't afford Other  desired Couldn't Employment Not enough without a social
What were the reasons you did was a good chosen in monthly (please housing geta rules of desired credit/no security
not buy a deed restricted home? Total investment thelottery payments specify) type mortgage owning location  credit number (SSN)
All 591 31% 16% 14% 13% 12% 5% 4% 3% 2% 1%
Place
Breckenridge 226 33% 12% 13% 12% 13% 8% 4% 3% 1% 0%
Dillon 44 34% 18% 11% 14% 9% 0% 11% 0% 2% 0%
Frisco 72 24% 21% 10% 18% 11% 8% 3% 1% 3% 1%
Silverthorne 84 32% 14% 20% 14% 10% 2% 2% 2% 2% 0%
Tenure
Owner 252 47% 14% 4% 16% 12% 2% 4% 2% 0% 0%
Renter 303 17% 18% 22% 11% 12% 8% 5% 3% 4% 1%
Renter with Lease 255 19% 19% 20% 11% 12% 7% 5% 3% 3% 1%
Renter without Lease 48 10% 13% 29% 10% 8% 10% 8% 4% 6% 0%
Age
25to0 34 205 25% 17% 19% 10% 12% 8% 4% 2% 2% 0%
35to 64 303 35% 16% 12% 16% 11% 3% 4% 3% 1% 1%
Income
$35,001 to $75,000 99 16% 17% 19% 8% 15% 7% 5% 2% 9% 1%
$75,001 to $150,000 236 31% 17% 13% 15% 10% 5% 4% 3% 0% 0%
$151,000 and over 145 43% 11% 9% 17% 12% 2% 4% 1% 0% 0%
Household Characteristics
Adult living alone 108 28% 15% 20% 10% 10% 6% 5% 4% 3% 0%
Couple, no children 160 33% 16% 10% 16% 13% 4% 6% 2% 1% 0%
Couple, with children 109 37% 20% 4% 16% 12% 3% 2% 4% 3% 1%
Roommates 85 15% 11% 31% 12% 14% 7% 5% 2% 4% 0%

Note: N=591. Respondent segments with less than 20 responses are omitted.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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FigureV-42 shows the range of prices respondents would be willing to pay for a deed
restricted home. In the county overall, the median price was $350,000. This figure was
higher in Breckenridge, at $400,000, and lower in Frisco, at $300,000. As expected, the
median price respondents are willing to pay increases with age and income. The median
price renters are willing to pay in $300,000 and the median among couples without
children and couples with children is higher, at $400,000 and $500,000 respectively.

Figure V-42.
How much would you be willing to pay and could afford if you were
looking to buy a home with resale limits?

50th
25th Percentile 75th
Percentile (Median) Percentile

All 392 $389,499 $250,000 $350,000 $500,000
Place

Breckenridge 165 $445,427 $250,000 $400,000 $500,000

Dillon 23 $349,400 $250,000 $350,000 $500,000

Frisco 49 $347,328 $200,000 $300,000 $450,000

Silverthorne 53 $362,857 $300,000 $350,000 $450,000
Tenure

Owner 126 $488,973 $300,000 $450,000 $560,000

Renter 239 $344,095 $240,000 $300,000 $450,000

Renter with Lease 196 $346,502 $250,000 $350,000 $450,000

Renter without Lease 43 $333,128 $200,000 $250,000 $375,000
Age

25 to 34 157 $335,419 $250,000 $325,000 $450,000

35to 64 189 $425,071 $250,000 $380,000 $500,000
Income

$35,001 to $75,000 72 $289,928 $175,000 $287,500 $350,000

$75,001 to $150,000 170 $374,989 $280,000 $375,000 $500,000

$151,000 and over 83 $538,478 $350,000 $500,000 $600,000
Household Characteristics

Adult living alone 69 $278,322 $200,000 $300,000 $350,000

Couple, no children 106 $417,539 $300,000 $400,000 $500,000

Couple, with children 65 $519,419 $320,000 $500,000 $600,000

Roommates 67 $312,186 $200,000 $300,000 $350,000

Note:  N=392. Respondent segments with less than 20 responses are omitted.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.

Awareness of Summit Combined Housing Authority. Figure V-43 shows
how aware respondents are of the Summit Combined Housing Authority (SCHA). Overall,
32% of respondents indicated they do not know of SCHA. Among respondent categories
this share was highest among;:
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Households with more than one family living together, at 85%;
Spanish speaking respondents, at 82%;

Households with income of $35,000 or less, at 72%;
Respondents under age 25, at 64%;

Renters without a lease, at 57%;

Dillon, at 49%;

Household with families and roommates, at 49%;

Households with roommates, at 48%; and

YV V V ¥V ¥V VYV V V V

Households with income between $35,000 and $75,000, at 48%.
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Figure V-43.
Are you aware of the Summit Combined Housing Authority?

No, | do Yes, | attended a Yes, | have
not know Yes, | am homebuyer class/ gotten housing
of the aware of Yes, | homeownership through the I may have

Summit them but have counseling class Summit heard of

Combined unsure of contacted through the Combined them but

Housing whatthey them for Summit Combined Housing cannot

Authority do housing Housing Authority Authority remember
All 1663 32% 31% 12% 11% 8% 7%
Place
Breckenridge 564 21% 35% 17% 12% 10% 6%
Dillon 161 49% 27% 6% 3% 6% 9%
Frisco 174 24% 34% 13% 13% 12% 5%
Silverthorne 284 36% 27% 12% 10% 8% 7%
Language
English 1314 19% 37% 15% 13% 9% 7%
Spanish 349 82% 7% 1% 3% 2% 5%
Tenure
Owner 734 12% 35% 15% 15% 16% 6%
Renter 815 47% 28% 10% 7% 1% 6%
Renter with Lease 604 44% 29% 12% 8% 1% 6%
Renter without Lease 211 57% 24% 5% 7% 0% 7%
Precariously Housed 36 39% 39% 11% 3% 0% 8%
Age
Under 25 115 64% 17% 5% 4% 1% 9%
25to 34 500 36% 30% 11% 11% 6% 7%
35 to 64 912 27% 31% 14% 13% 10% 6%
65 and over 108 28% 47% 9% 4% 2% 10%
Income
$35,000 and under 169 72% 12% 5% 3% 1% 7%
$35,001 to $75,000 353 48% 25% 10% 6% 3% 8%
$75,001 to $150,000 562 18% 37% 12% 14% 13% 5%
$151,000 and over 365 14% 38% 18% 15% 9% 6%
Household Characteristics
Adult living alone 257 19% 44% 15% 8% 5% 9%
Couple, no children 437 21% 35% 14% 11% 12% 8%
Couple, with children 372 32% 25% 12% 16% 10% 5%
Single parent with children 61 39% 30% 11% 5% 13% 2%
More than one family
living together 41 85% 5% 0% 2% 2% 5%
Family and roommates 78 49% 19% 9% 9% 5% 9%
Roommates 246 48% 29% 9% 6% 1% 7%

Note: N=1,663.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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Future Housing Preferences

Survey respondents shared their future housing preferences, including their plans for
moving, and the reasons why they plan to move.

Overall, 31% of survey respondents plan to stay in their current place for as long as
possible, 20% plan to move at some point with in the county, 19% want to stay in their
current place but are afraid they won't be able to, and 19% plan to leave the county at
some point. The share of respondents who want to stay in their current place but are
afraid they won't be able to is highest among:

YV V V

>

Family and roommates, at 43%;
Spanish, at 36%;
Precariously Housed, at 33%; and

Renter without Lease, at 31%.

The share of respondents who plan to leave the county at some point is the highest

among:

>
>

Adults living alone, at 25%; and

Household with income between $75,000 and $150,000, at 23%.
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Figure V-44.
Which of the following is most true for you?

| plan to stay I plan to I plan to | plan to
in the current move at Iwant tostay in  move at I plan to move but
placelam some point the current place some point move at some not within
living in for as within lam living, but  and leave pointinto or or into
long as Summit I'm worried | Summit  near Summit Summit Don't
possible County won't be ableto  County County County know

All 1799 31% 20% 19% 19% 2% 1% 8%
Place
Breckenridge 609 30% 25% 18% 19% 1% 0% 7%
Dillon 178 33% 16% 22% 17% 1% 1% 10%
Frisco 192 32% 21% 20% 14% 2% 1% 10%
Silverthorne 309 35% 17% 20% 17% 1% 2% 8%
Language
English 1428 33% 22% 15% 21% 1% 1% 7%
Spanish 371 23% 14% 36% 7% 4% 3% 13%
Tenure
Owner 819 50% 12% 9% 20% 0% 0% 9%
Renter 859 15% 27% 29% 17% 3% 2% 7%
Renter with Lease 633 15% 28% 28% 18% 3% 1% 6%
Renter without Lease 226 15% 24% 31% 13% 4% 4% 9%
Precariously Housed 40 8% 33% 33% 10% 3% 0% 15%
Age
Under 25 116 17% 29% 19% 19% 4% 2% 9%
25t0 34 512 18% 31% 24% 17% 3% 1% 6%
35to 64 958 35% 16% 18% 20% 1% 1% 9%
65 and over 133 61% 4% 11% 18% 0% 1% 5%
Income
$35,000 and under 178 27% 15% 29% 14% 2% 2% 12%
$35,001 to $75,000 369 23% 22% 29% 14% 4% 1% 7%
$75,001 to $150,000 589 30% 23% 17% 23% 1% 1% 6%
$151,000 and over 401 44% 21% 7% 19% 1% 0% 8%
Household Characteristics
Adult living alone 263 29% 18% 16% 25% 2% 0% 9%
Couple, no children 473 36% 22% 13% 21% 0% 0% 7%
Couple, with children 393 38% 18% 18% 14% 3% 1% 9%
Single parent with children 61 26% 15% 25% 20% 0% 3% 11%
More than one family living
together 44 30% 20% 27% 5% 0% 5% 14%
Family and roommates 80 25% 14% 43% 13% 3% 3% 1%
Roommates 255 15% 31% 24% 20% 2% 2% 7%

Note:  N=1,799.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.

As shown in Figure V-45, the majority of respondents who plan to move plan to do so in
the next 5 years (51%), and this share is higher among respondents ages 65 and over
(65%).
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Figure V-45. When do you think you will move?

B nthenext [ In5to10 [ In10years M The timing depends on financial [l The timing depends on Not sure/
5 years years or more or employment situation my/our health situation/Other don't know
All Age
Place 25to 34 56% 7%1% 17% 8% MRS
Breckenridge 54% 14% 4% 11%  10% [EEZ 35 to 64 45% 17% 5% 10% 8% [NIELZ
Dillon 16% 65 and over 65% 12% 6% 12% [0
Frisco 45% 15% 1% 16% 8% 16% Income
Silverthorne 48% 15% 4% 14% $35,000 and under 48% 3% 1%2%  13% 23%
Language $35,001 to $75,000 49% 6%1% 22% (X 16%
English 53% 13% 4% 13% 9% eIl $75,001 to $150,000 52% 14% 4% 13% | 8% MLl
Tenure Household Characteristics

Renter 4%1% 14%  10% P Adult living alone

s TR o cove's mochivren
lease
Renter . .
% 3% 149 9 9 Couple with children
without lease 3% 3% 14% 12% 22% p
Precariousl Single parent
y 4% 2% 13% with children
housed X
More than one family
living together
Family and roommates
Roommates
Note:  N=881.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.

52% 10%1% 17% e 13%

54% 13% 3% 15% 5% RL)

45% 17% 6% 8% 6% 19%

30% 20% 7% 13% 10% 20%
44% 22% 22% 11%

52% 12% 8% 8% 20%
52% 7% 16% 16% 10%
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Figure V-46 shows respondents primary reasons for planning to move. Overall, the top
reason was to find a more affordable home to buy (34%), followed by wanting a different
sized home (32%), and wanting to find stable housing (31%).

Finding stable housing was the top reason among respondents in Silverthorne (35%),
among Spanish speaking respondents (47%), among renters without a lease (47%),
among respondents under age 25 (53%), among household with income of $35,000 and
under (41%) and with income between $35,000 and $75,000 (46%), as well as among
single parents (43%), and roommates (57%).
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Figure V-46.

What are the primary reasons you plan to move in the future?

ALL
All

1 To find a more affordable home to buy

2 | want a different sized home and/or yard

3 To find stable housing

4 | rent and want to own

5 To find a more affordable home to rent

CITY
Breckenridge

| want a different sized home
and/or yard

2 | rent and want to own

To find a more affordable home to
buy

4 To find stable housing

To find a more affordable home to
rent

Frisco

To find a more affordable home to
buy

2 | rent and want to own

| want a different sized home
and/or yard

4 To find stable housing

5 Other

%

36%

35%

34%

30%

20%

%

42%

36%

36%

32%

20%

N

111

106

103

92

62

38

32

32

29

18

%

34%
32%
31%
31%
22%
Dillon %
To find a more affordable home to
1 34%
buy
2 | rent and want to own 31%
3 To find stable housing 29%
| want a different sized home
4 27%
and/or yard
To find a more affordable home to
5 22%
rent
Silverthorne %
1 To find stable housing 35%
To find a more affordable home to
2 33%
buy
| want a different sized home
3 28%
and/or yard
4 | rent and want to own 22%
To find a more affordable home to
5 " 21%
ren

299
278
274
269
193

\|
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LANGUAGE

To find a more affordable home to

37%
buy
| want a different sized home
2 36%
and/or yard
3 Irent and want to own 32%
4 To find stable housing 28%
To find a more affordable home to
18%
rent
TENURE

5

Renter With Lease Renter Without Lease

1
2

3

| want a different sized home

46%
and/or yard
Other 27%
Retirement 24%
To find a more affordable home to

22%

buy

| want to move to a different town 16%

| rent and want to own 57%
To find stable housing 48%
To find a more affordable home to

46%
buy
To find a more affordable home to

37%
rent
| want a different sized home

27%

and/or yard

268

265

234

205

135

147

88

78

72

51

202
171

162

130

95

1

2

5

1
2

3

To find stable housing 47%
To find a more affordable home to

40%
rent
| rent and want to own 24%
To find a more affordable home to

21%
buy
| want to live closer to place of

12%
work

| rent and want to own 52%
To find stable housing 48%
To find a more affordable home to

42%
buy
To find a more affordable home to

35%
rent
| want a different sized home

24%
and/or yard

To find stable housing 47%
| rent and want to own 37%
To find a more affordable home to

32%
rent
To find a more affordable home to

30%
buy
| want a different sized home

17%

and/or yard

58

35

31

18

247

228

199

169

116

45

39

37

21
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AGE

1

2

4

5

Under 25 %
To find stable housing 53%
To find a more affordable home to

44%
rent
To find a more affordable home to

27%
buy
| rent and want to own 25%
| want a different sized home

22%

and/or yard

| want a different sized home

33%
and/or yard
To find a more affordable home to

33%
buy
| rent and want to own 23%
To find stable housing 21%
Other 16%

N
39

32

20

18

16

145

143

100

93

72

25 to 34 %
1 Irent and want to own 48%
2 To find stable housing 45%
To find a more affordable home to

3 42%
buy
| want a different sized home

4 37%
and/or yard
To find a more affordable home to

5 30%

1

rent

Other 45%
Retirement 30%
| want to live closer to family
i 21%
and/or friends
| want a home without as many
) ) 18%
stairs /no stairs
To find a more affordable home to
15%

buy

\|
139

130

122

108

88

35 to 64 65 and Over

10
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INCOME

$35,000 and under % [\ $35,001 to $75,000 % N
1 To find stable housing 41% 32 1 To find stable housing 46% 81
To find a more affordable home to To find a more affordable home to
2 38% 30 2 40% 70
rent buy
To find a more affordable home to
3 | rent and want to own 19% 15 3 - 38% 66
| want to live closer to place of
4 17% 13 4 | rent and want to own 37% 65
work
| want a different sized home | want a different sized home
5 14% 11 5 24% 43
and/or yard and/or yard
$75,001 to $150,000 $151,000 and over
To find a more affordable home to | want a different sized home
44% 134 39%
buy and/or yard
| want a different sized home To find a more affordable home to
2 41% 127 2 25% 47
and/or yard buy
3 Irent and want to own 38% 116 3 | rent and want to own 22% 42
4 To find stable housing 31% 94 4 Retirement 20% 38
To find a more affordable home to
5 18% 54 5 Other 20% 38
rent
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HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

Adult Living Alone %
To find a more affordable home to
1 41%
buy
2 |rent and want to own 39%
3 To find stable housing 30%
To find a more affordable home to
4 26%
rent
| want a different sized home
5 26%
and/or yard
Couple, with Children %
| want a different sized home
1 41%
and/or yard
To find a more affordable home to
2 29%
buy
3 To find stable housing 19%
4 | rent and want to own 17%
5 Other 16%
Family and Roommates %
To find a more affordable home to
1 50%
buy
2 | rent and want to own 35%
To find a more affordable home to
3 31%
rent
4 To find stable housing 27%
| want a different sized home
5 19%

Note:

and/or yard

N=876.

\|

58

55

42

36

36

\

71

51

33

29

28

\|

13

Couple, No Children %
| want a different sized home
1 45%
and/or yard
To find a more affordable home to
2 34%
buy
3 | rent and want to own 30%
4 To find stable housing 25%
5 Other 19%
Single Parent with Children %
1 To find stable housing 43%
To find a more affordable home to
2 40%
buy
To find a more affordable home to
3 33%
rent
4 | rent and want to own 30%
| want a different sized home
5 27%
and/or yard
Roommates %
1 To find stable housing 57%
2 | rent and want to own 43%
To find a more affordable home to
3 38%
rent
To find a more affordable home to
4 35%
buy
| want a different sized home
5 22%

and/or yard

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.

Snapshots of Survey Respondents by Place of Residence

106

80

72

59

46

13

12

10

N

86

66

58

53

34

The balance of this section presents descriptive characteristics of the survey respondent

population as well as the top 3 housing solutions indicated by survey respondents by

place of residence. The places included are the county overall, Breckenridge, Dillon,
Frisco, Keystone/Montezuma, Silverthorne, Copper Mountain, Dillon Valley, Summit Cove
and Wildernest.
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Figure V-47.

County
MOST COMMON EMPLOYMENT

MOST COMMON HOUSING TYPES N % CATEGORIES N %
Condo/apartment in multifamily building 687  34% Accommodation and food service 464 27%
Detached single-family home 588 29% Local/state government 349 20%
Attached home/townhome/duplex 369 19% Construction 296 17%
TOP HOUSING SOLUTIONS N % COMMUTE TIME DISTRIBUTION Worker 1 Worker 2 Worker 3
Finding a home | can afford to buy 678 35% 0 to 20 minutes 65% 66% 57%
N/A; I am happy with my housing situation 604 31% 20 to 60 minutes 30% 29% 37%
Help with a down payment and closing costs to buy )
2 home 354 18% More than 60 minutes 5% 5% 7%
HOUSING SITUATION N % NUMBER OF CARS IN HOUSEHOLD N %
Own their home 9203 45% 1 511 29%
Displaced in past 5 years 490 26% 2 797 45%
With someone sleeping on couch/sofa bed 329 17% 3 282 16%
Somewhat or very Interested in deed restricted home 956 62% 4 or more 133 7%
MEDIAN HOUSING COSTS $ HOUSEHOLD INCOME N %
Rent $2,000 $35,000 and under 179 12%
Mortgage $2,000 $35,001 to $75,000 370 24%
Utilities $300 $75,001 to $150,000 589 38%
Transportation $300 $150,001 and over 401 26%

Note:  Multifamily buildings share walls and ceilings/floors with other units; Detached single-family homes share no wall with other homes; and attached home/townhome/duplex shares walls
but not ceilings/floors.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.

RooT PoLicy RESEARCH SECTION V, PAGE 84

269



Figure V-48.

Breckenridge
MOST COMMON EMPLOYMENT

MOST COMMON HOUSING TYPES N % CATEGORIES N %
Detached single-family home 260 39% Accommodation and food service 172 29%
Condo/apartment in multifamily building 193 29% Local/state government 140 24%
Attached home/townhome/duplex 117 17% Real estate/property management 124 21%
TOP HOUSING SOLUTIONS N % COMMUTE TIME DISTRIBUTION Worker 1 Worker 2 Worker 3
N/A; I am happy with my housing situation 241 37% 0 to 20 minutes 77% 75% 67%
Finding a home | can afford to buy 239 37% 20 to 60 minutes 21% 22% 31%
Help with a down payment and closing costs to buy )
2 home 137 21% More than 60 minutes 2% 3% 2%
HOUSING SITUATION N % NUMBER OF CARS IN HOUSEHOLD N %
Own their home 344 51% 1 175 29%
Displaced in past 5 years 138 22% 2 283 46%
With someone sleeping on couch/sofa bed 61 9% 3 94 15%
Somewhat or very Interested in deed restricced home 378  64% 4 or more 45 7%
MEDIAN HOUSING COSTS $ HOUSEHOLD INCOME N %
Rent $1,900 $35,000 and under 26 5%
Mortgage $2,000 $35,001 to $75,000 108 20%
Utilities $300 $75,001 to $150,000 230 43%
Transportation $300 $150,001 and over 174 32%

Note:  Multifamily buildings share walls and ceilings/floors with other units; Detached single-family homes share no wall with other homes; and attached home/townhome/duplex shares walls
but not ceilings/floors.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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Figure V-49.

Dillon
MOST COMMON EMPLOYMENT

MOST COMMON HOUSING TYPES N % CATEGORIES N %
Condo/apartment in multifamily building 88 44% Accommodation and food service 48 29%
Detached single-family home 38 19% Construction 33 20%
Attached home/townhome/duplex 32 16% Outdoor recreation/outfitter 21 13%
TOP HOUSING SOLUTIONS N % COMMUTE TIME DISTRIBUTION Worker 1 Worker 2 Worker 3
Finding a home | can afford to buy 67 35% 0 to 20 minutes 53% 61% 35%
N/A; | am happy with my housing situation 49 26% 20 to 60 minutes 40% 30% 58%
Help find rental housing 33 17% More than 60 minutes 7% 9% 8%
HOUSING SITUATION N % NUMBER OF CARS IN HOUSEHOLD N %
Own their home 76 37% 1 59 34%
Displaced in past 5 years 69 36% 2 73 42%
With someone sleeping on couch/sofa bed 58 29% 3 23 13%
Somewhat or very Interested in deed restricced home 63 52% 4 or more 11 6%
MEDIAN HOUSING COSTS $ HOUSEHOLD INCOME N %
Rent $2,200 $35,000 and under 33 23%
Mortgage $1,780 $35,001 to $75,000 42 29%
Utilities $250 $75,001 to $150,000 43 30%
Transportation $220 $150,001 and over 26 18%

Note:  Multifamily buildings share walls and ceilings/floors with other units; Detached single-family homes share no wall with other homes; and attached home/townhome/duplex shares walls
but not ceilings/floors.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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Figure V-50.

Frisco
MOST COMMON EMPLOYMENT

MOST COMMON HOUSING TYPES N % CATEGORIES N %
Condo/apartment in multifamily building 71 34% Local/state government 48 27%
Attached home/townhome/duplex 61 29% Accommodation and food service 37 21%
Detached single-family home 46 22% Real estate/property management 32 18%
TOP HOUSING SOLUTIONS N % COMMUTE TIME DISTRIBUTION Worker 1 Worker 2 Worker 3
Finding a home | can afford to buy 65 32% 0 to 20 minutes 70% 71% 50%
N/A; | am happy with my housing situation 58 29% 20 to 60 minutes 27% 26% 46%
Help find rental housing 35 17% More than 60 minutes 3% 3% 4%
HOUSING SITUATION N % NUMBER OF CARS IN HOUSEHOLD N %
Own their home 105 50% 1 53 28%
Displaced in past 5 years 47 24% 2 83 43%
With someone sleeping on couch/sofa bed 29 14% 3 33 17%
Somewhat or very Interested in deed restricted home 110 64% 4 or more 13 7%
MEDIAN HOUSING COSTS $ HOUSEHOLD INCOME N %
Rent $2,175 $35,000 and under 16 9%
Mortgage $1,800 $35,001 to $75,000 37 22%
Utilities $250 $75,001 to $150,000 70 41%
Transportation $300 $150,001 and over 46 27%

Note:  Multifamily buildings share walls and ceilings/floors with other units; Detached single-family homes share no wall with other homes; and attached home/townhome/duplex shares walls
but not ceilings/floors.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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Figure V-51.

Keystone/Montezuma
MOST COMMON EMPLOYMENT

MOST COMMON HOUSING TYPES N % CATEGORIES N %
Condo/apartment in multifamily building 73 61% Accommodation and food service 33 34%
Room in a home or apartment 16 13% Construction 22 23%
Detached single-family home 1 9% Outdoor recreation/outfitter 18 19%
TOP HOUSING SOLUTIONS N % COMMUTE TIME DISTRIBUTION Worker 1 Worker 2 Worker 3
Finding a home | can afford to buy 38 33% 0 to 20 minutes 58% 63% 47%
Assistance to help me pay rent each month 30 26% 20 to 60 minutes 31% 29% 20%
N/A; I am happy with my housing situation 30 26% More than 60 minutes 12% 7% 33%
HOUSING SITUATION N % NUMBER OF CARS IN HOUSEHOLD N %
Own their home 34 28% 1 45 45%
Displaced in past 5 years 40 36% 2 34 34%
With someone sleeping on couch/sofa bed 35 28% 3 12 12%
Somewhat or very Interested in deed restricced home 53 65% 4 or more 3 3%
MEDIAN HOUSING COSTS $ HOUSEHOLD INCOME N %
Rent $1,964 $35,000 and under 22 24%
Mortgage $1,668 $35,001 to $75,000 28 30%
Utilities $275 $75,001 to $150,000 32 34%
Transportation $300 $150,001 and over 11 12%

Note:  Multifamily buildings share walls and ceilings/floors with other units; Detached single-family homes share no wall with other homes; and attached home/townhome/duplex shares walls
but not ceilings/floors.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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Figure V-52.

Silverthorne
MOST COMMON EMPLOYMENT

MOST COMMON HOUSING TYPES N % CATEGORIES N %
Detached single-family home 130 38% Construction 65 22%
Condo/apartment in multifamily building 81 24% Local/state government 63 21%
Attached home/townhome/duplex 79 23% Accommodation and food service 52 18%
TOP HOUSING SOLUTIONS N % COMMUTE TIME DISTRIBUTION Worker 1 Worker 2 Worker 3
Finding a home | can afford to buy 120 36% 0 to 20 minutes 52% 56% 58%
N/A; | am happy with my housing situation 108 32% 20 to 60 minutes 41% 38% 36%
Help getting a loan to buy a house 57 17% More than 60 minutes 7% 6% 6%
HOUSING SITUATION N % NUMBER OF CARS IN HOUSEHOLD N %
Own their home 165 48% 1 73 24%
Displaced in past 5 years 76 23% 2 152 50%
With someone sleeping on couch/sofa bed 51 15% 3 51 17%
Somewhat or very Interested in deed restricted home 144  60% 4 or more 22 7%
MEDIAN HOUSING COSTS $ HOUSEHOLD INCOME N %
Rent $2,000 $35,000 and under 34 14%
Mortgage $2,300 $35,001 to $75,000 60 24%
Utilities $300 $75,001 to $150,000 82 33%
Transportation $300 $150,001 and over 74 30%

Note:  Multifamily buildings share walls and ceilings/floors with other units; Detached single-family homes share no wall with other homes; and attached home/townhome/duplex shares walls
but not ceilings/floors.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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Figure V-53.
Copper Mountain

MOST COMMON EMPLOYMENT
MOST COMMON HOUSING TYPES N % CATEGORIES N %
Condo/apartment in multifamily building 48 58% Outdoor recreation/outfitter 30 141%
Other 14 17% Accommodation and food service 28 38%
Room in a home or apartment 1 13% Professional services (legal, accounting, etc.) 10 14%
TOP HOUSING SOLUTIONS N % COMMUTE TIME DISTRIBUTION Worker 1 Worker 2 Worker 3
Finding a home | can afford to buy 33 42% 0 to 20 minutes 83% 78% 79%
Help find rental housing 21 27% 20 to 60 minutes 14% 17% 14%
Help with a down payment and closing costs to buy )
2 home 21 27% More than 60 minutes 3% 5% 7%
HOUSING SITUATION N % NUMBER OF CARS IN HOUSEHOLD N %
Own their home 14 17% 1 36 47%
Displaced in past 5 years 15 19% 2 27 35%
With someone sleeping on couch/sofa bed 1 14% 3 6 8%
Somewhat or very Interested in deed restricted home 60 77% 4 or more 2 3%
MEDIAN HOUSING COSTS $ HOUSEHOLD INCOME N %
Rent $1,000 $35,000 and under 4 6%
Mortgage $1,169 $35,001 to $75,000 32 50%
Utilities $200 $75,001 to $150,000 20 31%
Transportation $200 $150,001 and over 8 13%

Note:  Multifamily buildings share walls and ceilings/floors with other units; Detached single-family homes share no wall with other homes; and attached home/townhome/duplex shares walls
but not ceilings/floors.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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Figure V-54.
Dillon Valley

MOST COMMON EMPLOYMENT

MOST COMMON HOUSING TYPES N % CATEGORIES N %
Condo/apartment in multifamily building 74 48% Construction 40 30%
Detached single-family home 35 23% Accommodation and food service 40 30%
Room in a home or apartment 25 16% Local/state government 25 19%
TOP HOUSING SOLUTIONS N % COMMUTE TIME DISTRIBUTION Worker 1 Worker 2 Worker 3
Finding a home | can afford to buy 46 32% 0 to 20 minutes 61% 63% 59%
N/A; | am happy with my housing situation 35 24% 20 to 60 minutes 29% 31% 28%
More bedrooms for my family 30 21% More than 60 minutes 10% 7% 14%
HOUSING SITUATION N % NUMBER OF CARS IN HOUSEHOLD N %
Own their home 53 34% 1 37 27%
Displaced in past 5 years 51 35% 2 56 41%
With someone sleeping on couch/sofa bed 47 30% 3 28 21%
Somewhat or very Interested in deed restricced home 56 66% 4 or more 8 6%
MEDIAN HOUSING COSTS $ HOUSEHOLD INCOME N %
Rent $2,100 $35,000 and under 26 22%
Mortgage $2,040 $35,001 to $75,000 31 26%
Utilities $200 $75,001 to $150,000 38 32%
Transportation $300 $150,001 and over 23 19%

Note:  Multifamily buildings share walls and ceilings/floors with other units; Detached single-family homes share no wall with other homes; and attached home/townhome/duplex shares walls
but not ceilings/floors.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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Figure V-55.
Summit Cove

MOST COMMON EMPLOYMENT
MOST COMMON HOUSING TYPES N % CATEGORIES N %
Detached single-family home 58 49% Local/state government 27 26%
Mobile home 18 15% Accommodation and food service 23 23%
Attached home/townhome/duplex 17 14% Construction 20 20%
TOP HOUSING SOLUTIONS N % COMMUTE TIME DISTRIBUTION Worker 1 Worker 2 Worker 3
N/A; I am happy with my housing situation 50 43% 0 to 20 minutes 56% 52% 50%
Finding a home | can afford to buy 38 33% 20 to 60 minutes 41% 41% 40%
Help with a down payment and closing costs to buy )
2 home 22 19% More than 60 minutes 3% 6% 10%
HOUSING SITUATION N % NUMBER OF CARS IN HOUSEHOLD N %
Own their home 74 62% 1 13 12%
Displaced in past 5 years 18 16% 2 50 46%
With someone sleeping on couch/sofa bed 7 6% 3 20 19%
Somewhat or very Interested in deed restricted home 62 61% 4 or more 24 22%
MEDIAN HOUSING COSTS $ HOUSEHOLD INCOME N %
Rent $1,550 $35,000 and under 3 3%
Mortgage $2,400 $35,001 to $75,000 19 21%
Utilities $300 $75,001 to $150,000 1 45%
Transportation $300 $150,001 and over 28 31%

Note:  Multifamily buildings share walls and ceilings/floors with other units; Detached single-family homes share no wall with other homes; and attached home/townhome/duplex shares walls

but not ceilings/floors.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.

RooT PoLicy RESEARCH

SECTION V, PAGE 92

277



Figure V-56.

Wildernest
MOST COMMON EMPLOYMENT

MOST COMMON HOUSING TYPES N % CATEGORIES N %
Condo/apartment in multifamily building 39 46% Accommodation and food service 24 33%
Attached home/townhome/duplex 28 33% Construction 21 29%
Room in a home or apartment 12 14% Local/state government 1 15%
TOP HOUSING SOLUTIONS N % COMMUTE TIME DISTRIBUTION Worker 1 Worker 2 Worker 3
Finding a home | can afford to buy 28 35% 0 to 20 minutes 47% 45% 36%
Help find rental housing 19 23% 20 to 60 minutes 41% 45% 64%
N/A; I am happy with my housing situation 17 21% More than 60 minutes 12% 9% 0%
HOUSING SITUATION N % NUMBER OF CARS IN HOUSEHOLD N %
Own their home 30 35% 1 17 23%
Displaced in past 5 years 27 33% 2 33 44%
With someone sleeping on couch/sofa bed 23 28% 3 12 16%
Somewhat or very Interested in deed restricted home 24 47% 4 or more 5 7%
MEDIAN HOUSING COSTS $ HOUSEHOLD INCOME N %
Rent $2,675 $35,000 and under 14 23%
Mortgage $1,700 $35,001 to $75,000 8 13%
Utilities $300 $75,001 to $150,000 28 46%
Transportation $320 $150,001 and over 11 18%

Note:  Multifamily buildings share walls and ceilings/floors with other units; Detached single-family homes share no wall with other homes; and attached home/townhome/duplex shares walls
but not ceilings/floors.

Source: Root Policy Research from the Summit County Housing Survey 2023.
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TOWN OF
Memo BRECKENRIDGE
To: Breckenridge Town Council Members
From: Mark Truckey, Director of Community Development
Date: October 18, 2023
Subject: Planning Commission Decisions of the October 17, 2023 Meeting

DECISIONS FROM THE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING, October 17, 2023:
CLASS A APPLICATIONS: None.
CLASS B APPLICATIONS: None.

CLASS C APPLICATIONS:

1. Stafford Residence, 201 Morning Star Drive, PL-2023-0485

A proposal to demolish an existing single family home and construct a new 8,079 sq. ft. single family
home with 6 bedrooms and 5.5 bathrooms. Approved.

2. Wagner Residence, 204 Wellington Rd., PL-2023-0487

A proposal to demolish an existing single family residence and construct a new single family residence
with 8,170 sq. ft. of density, 5 bedrooms, 6.5 bathrooms, and a 3+ vehicle garage. Called up and
approved.

TOWN PROJECT HEARINGS: None.

OTHER: None.
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Town of Breckenridge Date 10/17/2023
Planning Commission Regular Meeting Page 1

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

The meeting was called to order at 5:32 pm by Chair Frechter.

ROLL CALL
Mike Giller Mark Leas Allen Frechter Susan Propper
Ethan Guerra Steve Gerard - absent Elaine Gort — absent

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
With no changes, the October 3, 2023 Planning Commission Minutes were approved.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
With no changes, the October 17, 2023 Planning Commission Agenda was approved.

PUBLIC COMMENT ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION ISSUES:
e No comments

CONSENT CALENDAR:
1. Stafford Residence (SVC), 201 Morning Star Drive; PL-2023-0485

Commissioner Questions / Comments:
Mr. Frechter: Will there be emergency access to the lower-level subterranean lifts?

Ms. Susanne Allen-Sabo, Principal Architect, Allen-Guerra Architecture: Yes, there will be a door
through the storage room.

Mr. Frechter: Does the master suite have the potential to be a lock off unit?

Ms. Crump: The definition for an ADU, or lock off, says it must have direct access to parking. Staff
does not find the master suite to meet the definition as the circulation to access parking
is through the main part of the residence. Additionally, the master suite does not
contain a wet bar so staff does not find it to be a lock off.

Mr. Frechter: Are those windows on the first level in between the stairs and the garage?

Ms. Crump: That is correct, those are windows, not doors. There is a door from the garage to the
exterior patio.

The Stafford Residence, a new single-family home proposed at 201 Morning Star Drive, PL-2023-0485,
was approved as presented without call up.

2. Wagner Residence (CC), 204 Wellington Rd., PL-2023-0487

Mr. Leas made a motion to call up the Wagner Residence, seconded by Mr. Giller. The motion passed 5
to 0 and the project was called up.

Mr. Cross presented a short overview of the project to address the Commission’s concerns.

Commissioner Questions / Comments:

Mr. Frechter: There was a project in the Highlands that was similar to this in wanting to have the
garage on the main level creating a bigger impact, which | believe more negative points
were incurred than this. They made a choice to have the garage in the back versus
having the garage on the lower level and entering immediately from the front which
would have less impact. (Mr. Cross: | believe you are referring to 32 Round Rd.
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Comparing 32 Rounds to this proposal, they have similar length, but 32 Rounds has
about 700 sq ft more of paved area. They received negative four (-4) points specifically
for disturbance from the driveway, not due to retaining walls.) (Mr. Truckey: And the
32 Rounds project was all new paving. There was no offset from existing paving.)
Compared to the existing, it seems that meeting the Engineering Code and
implementing retaining walls makes the property more visual. This will have a huge
visual impact coming up from Wellington Rd. The Upper Blue Commission declined
the Lizzie Lode project in the past due to the visual impact.

Mr. Leas: Do we have a drawing showing the number of trees that will be taken down for the
project? (Mr. Cross: Yes. For 32 Rounds Rd, there were 50 trees removed, but this
number may be inaccurate due to the Defensible Space project in the Highlands during
2022. Wagner Residence is only proposing the removal of 26 trees.)

Mr. Leas: I’m counting around a dozen trees that are in the path of the driveway so that will
impact the visual prominence of the property. (Mr. Cross: That is correct.)
Mr. Giller: I see 200,000 BTU/hr of exterior gas appliances/fireplaces/grills, a spa tub that is right

up against the limit for no impact at 64 sq. ft., and no inclusion of photovoltaic panels
with the presumption that they will achieve the HERS rating to gain positive two (+2)
points. Looking at all of this, there’s really nothing energy efficient in the design and
yet the applicant is only paying $2,537 in fees to the program. That doesn’t seem like
an affective deterrent of energy conservation. (Mr. Cross: The snowmelt at the apron of
the driveway would be exempted for safety, so the fees the applicant is paying would
be to offset the BTUs. The REMP program allows for up to 200,000 BTU/hr and the
user must offset only 10 percent of that usage. Any BTUs beyond 200,000 must be
offset at 10 percent. Additionally, changes have been made under Policy 33; snowmelt
will now begin receiving negative points after 1,000 sg. ft. of heated area and
residential properties are capped at a total of three (3) gas-connected fireplaces. The
Town still allows one (1) wood burning, phase 2 EPA rated fireplace. The Wagner
residence will have three gas connected fireplaces, one wood fireplace, and a BBQ

grill.

Mr. Giller: Outdoor electric heaters are currently exempt? (Mr. Truckey: That is correct.)

Mr. Giller: Is there a plan to regulate electric heaters? (Mr. Truckey: Yes, we started with gas, but
the program could expand in the future.)

Mr. Giller: Although this is a great start to energy conservation, | think we’re still generous with

the 200,000 BTU and the $2,537.00 fee-in-lieu is very modest. (Mr. Cross: We are
seeing a change in behavior from this program. We haven’t gotten too far into the
program yet but some of the discussions that we have had with applicants around
REMP have guided their proposals.)

Applicant, Mr. Mark Provino, Principal Architect, Provino Architecture:

Thank you for your time reviewing the project. | appreciate all of staff’s efforts. We have sited the house
to conceal the garage, | think that’s a good design to not have the garage doors facing the street. There are
some impacts from that design like a longer driveway, but as mentioned before just to get to where the
driveway is currently, we must implement the tiered walls. We are trying to beautify that with the
landscaping in between the natural boulders. Not shown in my rendering, there is a large grove of aspen
trees existing between the house and the right-of-way that will not be disturbed. This will help conceal
much of the disturbance from Wellington Road. If we did not have to comply with a fairly tight
Engineering requirement, we could get up to the level of the residence quicker, but that is not the case.
Although 26 trees will be removed, I’m not sure where | would put the driveway to comply with
Engineering Standards if I did not design the site in this way. We are trying to be as soft on the site and
make it as beautiful as we can. In regards to energy conservation and Policy 33, we are consulting with
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Deeper Green and Active Energies to create a thermal envelope and whole package that is 20% better
than code minimum.

Mr. Leas:

Mr. Provino:

Mr. Frechter:

Mr. Provino:

Mr. Provino:

Mr. Guerra:

Mr. Provino:

You have about 40 ft of grade on this property and my concern is around sediment
control. The plans indicate waddles which are grossly insufficient for sediment control.
I would like you to revise that so the contractor will put Super Sediment fence along
the area that needs erosion control. You’re going to have a lot of dirt coming out of
there and the potential for a lot of dirt going down into Wellington Road and further
into the Blue River.

I’ll address that. In comparing this project to 32 Rounds, I think it is closer to 1,200 sq.
ft. of additional paving at 32 Rounds than what we are proposing for the Wagner
Residence based on the staff reports. At the pre-application meeting, 32 Rounds was
pointed towards as precedent for driveways points and we were prepared for negative
four (-4) points. We do feel that assigning additional negative points for the driveway
would be unfair based on this discussion and the precedent on the screen.

The reason you don’t have the driveway going straight into Wellington Rd is because
you want to preserve the existing curb cut? (Mr. Cross: Currently, the property to the
north and this property share a curb cut and driveway entry. Per Engineering request,
they are separating the two and will have two individual accesses.)

It’s not feasible to bring the curb cut south and the driveway straight down to
Wellington Road there, it is much steeper.

Looking at the street view just south of the driveway access, here you can see the
Aspen grove that will be in front of the retaining walls providing screening for the
property.

Parking during construction is going to be a nightmare, have you thought about how to
address that issue?

We will have to strategize for that, | don’t currently have a construction management
plan, but yes, the builder will need to address parking during construction.

Mr. Fretcher opened the hearing for public comment. There were no comments and the public comment
period was closed.

Ms. Propper:
Mr. Giller:

Mr. Leas:
Mr. Guerra:
Mr. Frechter:

No comments.

No comments other than previous comments on the project. The energy conservation
fee is a great start and its focus on gas service. This project has done a good job of
maximizing the size of everything while still coming in below the REMP caps. |
encourage the Town to continue this and add electric exterior space heaters to it. | feel
the $2,537 fee is not a significant carrot or deterrent for a home of this price point.

No comments.

No comments.

A comment for staff. Under Policy 7R Section D. actually specifies minimum points
shall be minus four to plus four (-4/+4), not minus two to plus two (-2/+2). We must be
careful of setting precedent here. (Mr. Kulick: It’s a 2x multiplier, and minus four to
plus four (-4/+4). So you can go anywhere from negative two (-2) or positive two (+2)
and up to negative eight (-8) to positive eight (+8).) (Mr. Truckey: You could do 2, 4,
6, or 8. We used to only have minus four (-4) and minus eight (-8) and we put in the
two increments to add more variation for projects that don’t need the full minus eight (-
8) or a bit more than the minus four (-4). Mr. Provino was actually part of the team
which helped with comprehensive code amendments.)
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Mr. Provino: The existing garage is roughly at 9640 USGS. Looking at the proposed contours of the
driveway, | hit 9640” USGS where those walls end, so to get up the slope the walls are
required. It’s a necessary evil to hit the letter of the [Engineering] code.

Mr. Leas: Is that your point that where the retaining wall ends you won’t be able to see it from the
street, it’ll only be visible from the house or by the neighbor?
Mr. Provino: Yes.

Mr. Giller made a motion to amend the condition of approval #13 to include a second sentence saying,
“As per discussion at Planning Commission hearing, the applicant must utilize super sediment control
fencing for erosion control.”, seconded by Ms. Propper. The motion passed 5 to 0.

Mr. Giller made a motion to approve the Wagner Residence with a passing score of positive one (+1)
point, including the amended condition of approval #13 regarding sediment control, seconded by Mr.
Leas. The motion passed 5 to 0.

WORK SESSIONS:

1. Voluntary Defensible Space and Landscape Policy

Mr. Cross presented a work session to discuss the Defensible Space guidelines set forth by Policy 22A:
Landscaping, and Policy 48A: Voluntary Defensible Space, along with proposed amendments. The
Commission was asked for questions, comments, or concerns on the proposed amendments.

Commissioner Questions / Comments:

Mr. Guerra: No questions.

Mr. Leas: I think this pretty much reflects what we already discussed, so no questions.

Mr. Giller: No questions. Big body of work that has had a lot of positive progress so I’m happy to
see it.

Mr. Frechter: My only thought is around enforcement. Since having this discussion, I have noticed

anyone who has firewood has it piled up against the house. You don’t want to shovel a
path to your firewood. How aggressively will the fire department or the Town be
enforcing this? (Mr. Cross: If there were an incident, the location of firewood won’t
make or break firefighters protecting your home. They’re more concerned with the
implementation of Firewise standards, like the removal of dead and diseased trees, and
creating crown spacing to help protect your home. |1 would hope they are going to try to
do as much as possible to protect your home no matter what, but | believe the standards
specify firewood be stored away from the house.)

Mr. Leas: People do not realize how dangerous that is. | know of an incident where an 8,000 sqg.
ft. home burned down for the second time due to inadequate storage of firewood. (Mr.
Kulick: I would like to clarify that with voluntary defensible space, it is really an
educational opportunity, and we are encouraging home owners to take advantage of
that Policy. When Red, White, and Blue performs an assessment and makes
recommendations, those are all things that would be encouraged under this Policy 48A.
Where we have a new development, like the hearing we had tonight, if we saw
firewood next to the home on the final inspection that would be in violation of Policy
22 and must be corrected before the issuance of the CO. In terms of aligning Red White
& Blue with the Town between fire mitigation and beautification it’s more of an
educational opportunity.)

All Commissioners present nodded in agreement and support of the proposed amendments to the
defensible space policies.
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OTHER MATTERS

1. Town Council Summary

2. Class D Majors Q3 2023 (Memo Only)

3. Class C Subdivisions Q3 2023 (Memo Only)

ADJOURNMENT:
The meeting was adjourned at 6:54 pm.

Date 10/17/2023
Page 5

Allen Frechter, Chair
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TOWN OF
Memo BRECKENRIDGE
To: Breckenridge Town Council
From: Pamela Ness, Revenue Manager
Date: October 18, 2023 (for the October 24th meeting)
Subject: 2024 Property Tax Mill Levy

Please find attached the ordinance setting the mill levy within the Town of Breckenridge for 2024 at
5.07 mills. The ordinance is submitted for first reading.

The 5.07 mill levy is the amount the Town is authorized to impose, and cannot be increased
without an election. This is the same rate that the Mill Levy has had since 2014. For the 2024
budget year, we are forecasting the 5.07 mill levy to result in property tax revenues of $5.3M. If
there are any changes made at the county or state level we will come back with an appropriation.

The 5.07 mills are for the purpose of defraying the expenses of the General Fund.
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FOR WORKSESSION/FIRST READING — OCT 24

COUNCIL BILL NO. XX
Series 2023

AN ORDINANCE SETTING THE MILL LEVY WITHIN THE
TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE FOR 2024

WHEREAS, the Town Council of the Town of Breckenridge has determined that a mill
levy of 5.07 mills upon each dollar of the assessed valuation of all taxable property within the
Town of Breckenridge is needed to balance the 2024 Town budget.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF
BRECKENRIDGE, COLORADO:

Section 1. For the purpose of defraying the expense of the General Fund of
Breckenridge, Colorado for the fiscal year 2024, there is hereby levied a tax of 5.07 mills upon
each dollar of assessed valuation for all taxable property within the Town of Breckenridge.

Section 2. The Town Clerk is authorized and directed, after adoption of the budget by
the Town Council, to certify to the Board of County Commissioners of Summit County,
Colorado, the tax levies for the Town of Breckenridge, Colorado as herein set forth.

Section 3. This ordinance shall be published and become effective as provided by
Section 5.9 of the Breckenridge Town Charter.

INTRODUCED, READ ON FIRST READING, APPROVED AND ORDERED
PUBLISHED IN FULL this 24th day of October, 2023. A Public Hearing shall be held at the
regular meeting of the Town Council of the Town of Breckenridge, Colorado on the day
of 2023, at 7:00 p.m., or as soon thereafter as possible.

ATTEST: TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE

Helen Cospolich, Town Clerk Eric Mamula, Mayor

APPROVED IN FORM

Town Attorney Date
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TOWN OF
Memo BRECKENRIDGE
To: Breckenridge Town Council
From: Pamela Ness, Revenue Manager
Date: October 18, 2023 (for the October 24" meeting)
Subject: Town Tax Code revisions (First Reading)
Background

Staff is proposing additions and changes to definitions which are needed from time to time to “catch
up” with new technology and other nuances that have come to light since the Town Code was written.
Revenue Recovery Group (RRG), our out-of-town auditing consulting firm, has recommended
changes to improve clarity of some definitions due to recent technological innovations.

Based on the changes recommended by RRG, staff has reviewed our Town Code, as well as those of
other municipalities with tax policies that mirror the Town of Breckenridge’s. The intent of these
revisions is to update our code to provide clarification on current policy. It is important to note that these
revisions will not garner new net tax revenues for the Town.

The proposed definition revisions include edits to the existing definitions of “Software as a Service” and
“Digital Product”.

Recommended Action:

We ask that the Council review the proposed revisions in the attached ordinance and approve the
ordinance on first reading. Staff will be present during the October 24th work session to respond to any
questions that the Council may have.
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COUNCIL BILLNO.

Series 2023

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE BRECKENRIDGE SALES TAX CODE
PERTAINING TO THE DEFINITION OF SOFTWARE AS A SERVICE.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF
BRECKENRIDGE, COLORADO:

Section 1. That section 3-2-2, entitled “DEFINITIONS” by repealing and replacing
the term “DIGITAL PRODUCT” and the term “SOFTWARE AS A SERVICE” with the new

definitions below:

DIGITAL PRODUCT: Electronic products including, but not limited to: (1) "digital images" which
means works that include, but are not limited to, the following that are generally recognized in

the ordinary and usual sense as "photographs," "logos," "cartoons," or "drawings," (2) "digital
audio-visual works" which means a series of related images which, when shown in succession,
impart an impression of motion, together with accompanying sounds, if any, (3) "digital audio
works" which means works that result from the fixation of a series of musical, spoken, or other

sounds, including ringtones. For purposes of the definition of "digital audio works," "ringtones"
means digitized sound files that are downloaded onto a device and that may be used to alert the
customer with respect to a communication, (4) "digital books" which means works that are
generally recognized in the ordinary and usual sense as "books" and, (5) “streaming services”,
which means digital products that are transferred to a user for consumption either immediately

or offline at a later time.

SOFTWARE AS A SERVICE: Tangible personal property in the form of software that is rented,
leased, or subscribed to from a provider, including but not limited to applications, systems, or

programs regardless of delivery method.

Section 2. The Town Council hereby finds, determines, and declares that this ordinance

is necessary and proper to provide for the safety, preserve the health, promote the prosperity,
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and improve the order, comfort and convenience of the Town of Breckenridge and the

inhabitants thereof.

Section 3. This ordinance shall be effective as provided in Section 5.9 of the municipal

charter.

INTRODUCED, READ ON FIRST READING, APPROVED AND ORDERED
PUBLISHED IN FULL this 24t day of October 2023. A Public Hearing shall be held at the
regular meeting of the Town Council of the Town of Breckenridge, Colorado on the __ day of

, 2023, at 7:00 P.M., or as soon thereafter as possible in the Municipal Building

of the Town.

TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE, a Colorado municipal corporation

By:

Eric S. Mamula, Mayor

ATTEST:

Helen Cospolich, CMC,

Town Clerk
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TOWN OF
Memo BRECKENRIDGE
To: Breckenridge Town Council
From: Finance Department
Date: October 18, 2023 (for the October 24" meeting)

Subject: 2024 Budget Document

2024 BUDGET HIGHLIGHTS

In development of the 2024 budget, we used 2021 and 2022 actuals for analysis along with
updated 2023 projections based on the 2023 budget. 2023 projections and the 2024 budget
were developed in a collaborative effort with the Town budget team. Our major challenges for
2024 focus on working capital demands of Affordable Housing and the Capital Improvement Plan
(CIP). In addition, we are anticipating minimal sales tax growth while personnel and operating
costs continue to rise.

In an effort to look at the impact of future Capital and Affordable Housing projects, we developed
a 5-year projection for all Funds. Assumptions for the projection include 1% revenue growth and
a general 5% increase in cost each year based upon inflation and personnel requirements. In
addition, we applied the planned purchases for future projects of our major Funds including
Capital, Affordable Housing, Utility, Garage, and Golf.

The 5-year forecast process resulted in anticipated cashflow requirements from the Town to fulfill
the 2024 budget along with forecasted expenses for 2025 through 2028. As a result, the Town
will need to prioritize major projects in the future to maintain a favorable cash position.

Based on a cashflow analysis, staff anticipates utilizing $16.9M in cash in 2024. In addition, with
current planned CIP and Housing projects, there is an additional risk of up to $23M between 2025
and 2028.

Staff introduced Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) to measure the health of the Town as
recommended by the Colorado Government Finance Officers Association.
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CHANGES

At our annual budget retreat held on October 10%, Council was presented with an overview for
the 2024 budget along with a 5-year forecast review. The highlights below represent changes made as
discussed during the retreat:

1. Parking and Transportation Fund: Parking Fees updated to have different rate structures
Monday to Thursday and Friday to Sunday: North Main, Central Main and Wellington will
match Central Main fees. FLOT will offer 4 hours at an hourly rate then a daily flat rate. Zero
net impact for the ending 2024 Fund Balance.

2. Excise Tax: Capital restriction updated per the Capital Improvement Plan adjustment of $5M
Food & Beverage Delivery Center from 2028 to 2026. This results in an Increase in the CIP
restrictions from $44.1M to $48.4M. Zero net impact to the ending 2024 Fund Balance.

3. Golf: Staff are reviewing the 2024 golf fees and will return to Town Council with a
recommendation for adoption after the 1%t of the year.

4. Marketing: Breckenridge Tourism Office Business Plan included.

5. Capital: Reduced 2024 Capital Improvement Plan expenses by $950K from $31.9M to
$30.9M: Added an additional $150K for Food & Beverage Delivery Center, additional $250K
for Blue River Flow Analysis, removal of $350K for Underground/Overhead Utility, removal of
$1M River Lining. Favorable net impact to ending 2024 Fund Balance: $950K.

6. Utility: Water Rate Fees updated to reflect bi-monthly paper statement fee from $7.50 to $10
and WSMF/SFE bi-monthly statement fee from $12.60 to $6.30.

7. All Fund: $950K expense reduction due to reduced Capital Improvement Plan.
8. Cashflow: $950K improvement due to reduced Capital Improvement Plan.
9. Summary by Fund: $3.35M reduction to ending fund balance summary from $74.9M to

$71.5M due to increased restriction to Excise Tax Fund ($4.3M less $950K Capital
Improvement Plan).

10. 5 Year Roll-forward: 2028 Forecast after Restrictions updated from $60.4M to $62.7M. The
variance of $2.3M all relates to changes in the Capital Improvement Plan.

11. 5 Year Excise Tax/Childcare: Removed $1.2M transfer from Excise to Childcare in 2025 and
2026.

Please find the budget document HERE
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RESOLUTION NO. 19

SERIES 2023

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE 2024 BUDGET
AND APPROVING THE 2024-2028 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN

WHEREAS, the Charter of the Town of Breckenridge requires that the Town Council adopt

an operating budget for each fiscal year; and

WHEREAS, the Charter of the Town of Breckenridge requires that the Town Council adopt

a five-year Capital Improvement Plan.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF

BRECKENRIDGE, COLORADO:

Section 1. The proposed operating budget for 2024 based on certain fee changes,
as revised by Town Council and maintained on file by the Town Clerk, is adopted.

Section 2. The 2024-2028 Capital Improvement Plan, as proposed by the Town
Manager and as amended by the Town Council, is approved.

Section 3. All fees and charges contained in the 2024 operating budget are
approved and adopted. Such fees shall become effective January 1, 2024. Further,
the Town Manager may implement any of the other fees and charges contained in
the 2024 operating budget prior to January 1, 2024 if the Town Manager determines,
in their judgment, that such early implementation is necessary or appropriate.
Section 4. This Resolution is effective upon adoption.

RESOLUTION ADOPTED AND APPROVED this 24th day of October 2023.

ATTEST: TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE

Helen Cospolich, Town Clerk Eric Mamula, Mayor

APPROVED IN FORM

Town Attorney Date
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TOWN OF
Memo BRECKENRIDGE
To: Breckenridge Town Council Members
From: Aubrey Ciol, Grants Administrator
Date: 10/12/2023 (For October 24th—TC Work Session)
Subject: Colorado Department of Parks and Wildlife—Land and Water Conservation Fund Grant

The Town of Breckenridge Grants Administrator intends to submit an application with the Colorado
Department of Parks and Wildlife—Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Grant Program
requesting funds to renovate the hardscape area between the North and South ballfields at
Kingdom Park.

As part of the application process, the attached resolution will authorize the submittal of the
LWCF application to the Colorado Department of Parks and Wildlife requesting a grant in the
amount of $1,250,000. Approval of this resolution will also demonstrate the Town’s capability to
provide the 50% matching funds, in the amount of $1,250,000.

Staff will be available at the October 24th work session to answer questions.
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RESOLUTION NO.
Series 2023

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE GRANTS ADMINISTRATOR TO SUBMIT
A GRANT REQUEST TO THE COLORADO PARKS AND WILDLIFE
DEPARTMENT LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND GRANT.

WHEREAS, the Colorado Parks and Wildlife Land and Water Conservation Fund
(LWCF) program provides grants to local governments to promote the acquisition, development,
and protection of natural areas and outdoor recreation facilities;

WHEREAS, qualifying communities such as the Town of Breckenridge, are eligible to
apply for funds to support improvements to existing outdoor recreation sites and facilities;

WHEREAS, the Town will use these LWCF grant funds to cover a portion of the costs
associated with the renovation of the Kingdom Park Hardscape area, between the North and
South ballfields, to meet ADA requirements;

WHEREAS, specifically, the LWCF grant funds will be used to update the existing
hardscape to meet the needs of the community, including but not limited to concrete
replacement, updates to the existing restrooms, and creating ADA-compliant ramps for users.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF
BRECKENRIDGE, COLORADO:

Section 1. The Town Council of the Town of Breckenridge does hereby approve the
submission of an application to the Colorado Department of Parks and Wildlife LWCF Grant
program requesting a grant in the amount of $1,250,000.

Section 2. On October 24, 2023, Town Council of the Town of Breckenridge, with
the adoption of their 2024 budget, encumbered $1,250,000 meeting the requirement of the grant
to provide a “Local Match” for a minimum of 50% of the total project cost.

Section 3. The Town Council of the Town of Breckenridge does hereby approve that
this land will be used for public recreation in perpetuity.

Section 4. The Town Council of the Town of Breckenridge does hereby approve that
the site and any facilities will be maintained for their reasonable life expectancy.

Section 5. This resolution is effective upon adoption.

Section 6.  Minor changes to or amendments of the approved agreement may be

made by the Town Manager if the Town Attorney certifies in writing that the proposed changes
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or amendments do not substantially affect the consideration to be received or paid by the Town
pursuant to the approved agreement, or the essential elements of the approved agreement.

RESOLUTION APPROVED AND ADOPTED this____dayof __, 2023.

TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE

By:

Eric S. Mamula, Mayor

ATTEST:

Helen Cospolich, CMC,
Town Clerk

APPROVED IN FORM

Town Attorney Date
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TOWN OF

BRECKENRIDGE

Memo

To: Town Council Members

From: Alex Stach, Open Space and Trails Coordinator
Date: 10/18/2023 (For October 24th—TC Work Session)

Subject: Colorado Parks & Wildlife — State Trails Grant

The Town of Breckenridge’s Open Space & Trails Program intends to submit an application with
the Colorado Department of Parks and Wildlife (CPW) — State Trails Grant Program requesting
funding to help improve infrastructure and accessibility across the Town of Breckenridge’s
various “frontcountry” trailheads and trails in high use areas within town limits. These include a
number of trailhead kiosk improvements with inclusive signage, improved accessibility for the
mobility-impaired on popular trails, and increased safety by replacement of outdated
infrastructure. This project is part of a greater vision to improve overall public access with
universal signage and dual languages, retrofit popular trails to provide safe, inclusive, and
equitable access for trail users of all abilities, and create high quality user experiences at busy
trails and trailhneads within the Town of Breckenridge.

As part of the application process, the attached resolution will authorize the submittal of the
CPW Non-Motorized State Trails Grant application to the Colorado Department of Parks and
Wildlife requesting a grant in the amount of $198,000. Approval of this ordinance will also
demonstrate the Town'’s capability to provide the 25% matching funds, in the amount of
$51,800, from the Open Space & Trails Program'’s approved budget.

Staff will be available at the October 24th work session to answer questions.
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RESOLUTION NO.
Series 2023

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE GRANTS ADMINISTRATOR TO SUBMIT
A GRANT REQUEST TO THE COLORADO PARKS AND WILDLIFE
DEPARTMENT STATE TRAILS GRANT PROGRAM.

WHEREAS, the Colorado Parks and Wildlife State Trails grant program provides grants
to local governments to continue to improve outdoor recreation opportunities, specifically trail
construction, maintenance, and planning, while also protecting wildlife, habitat, and cultural
resources;

WHEREAS, qualifying communities such as the Town of Breckenridge, are eligible to
apply for funds to support and improve existing outdoor recreation sites and facilities;

WHEREAS, the Town will use these State Trails grant funds to cover a portion of the
costs associated with retrofitting the Trollstigen Trail, renovate kiosks, and construct a
wheelchair-friendly trail in Cucumber Gulch;

WHEREAS, specifically, the State Trails grant funds will be used to improve mobility
access at existing trails, promote inclusivity for non-English speakers, and overall increase
equity for residents and visitors;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF
BRECKENRIDGE, COLORADO:

Section 1. The Town Council of the Town of Breckenridge does hereby approve the
submission of an application to the Colorado Department of Parks and Wildlife State Trails
Grant program requesting a grant in the amount of $198,000.

Section 2. On October 24th, 2023, Town Council of the Town of Breckenridge, with
the adoption of their 2024 budget, encumbered $51,800 meeting the requirement of the grant to
provide a “Local Match” for a minimum of 25% of the total project cost.

Section 3. The Town Council of the Town of Breckenridge does hereby support the
completion and long-term maintenance of the project;

Section 4. The Town Council of the Town of Breckenridge does hereby certify that
these properties will be under the control of the Town of Breckenridge for at least 25 years.

Section 5. This resolution is effective upon adoption.

Section 6. Minor changes to or amendments of the approved agreement may be made

by the Town Manager if the Town Attorney certifies in writing that the proposed changes or
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amendments do not substantially affect the consideration to be received or paid by the Town

pursuant to the approved agreement, or the essential elements of the approved agreement.

RESOLUTION APPROVED AND ADOPTED this ___day of ___, 2023.

TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE

By:

Eric S. Mamula, Mayor

ATTEST:

Helen Cospolich, CMC,
Town Clerk

APPROVED IN FORM

Town Attorney Date
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Memo

To:
From:
Date:
Subject:

TOWN OF

BRECKENRIDGE

Mayor and Council
Shannon Haynes, Deputy Town Manager
October 24, 2023

Town Manager Agreement

Per the Town of Breckenridge Charter, Article VII, Town Council shall appoint a Town Manager to serve as
the chief executive and administrative officer of the Town. After successfully serving as the
Deputy/Assistant Town Manager for seven years, and effectively proceeding through the Town Manager
recruitment and hiring process, the Town Council is being asked to approve the proposed Resolution for
appointment to Town Manager, and approve the associated terms and conditions in the attached
Employment Agreement. If approved, the agreement will be effective on December 19, 2023.

| will be available to answer any questions.
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RESOLUTION NO. __
SERIES 2023

A RESOLUTION APPOINTING THE TOWN MANAGER AND APPROVING THE
EMPLOYMENT AGREEMENT.

WHEREAS, the appointment of the Town Manager of the Town of Breckenridge (“Town
Manager”) is established per Section 7.1 of the Charter; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council of the Town of Breckenridge (“Town Council”) desires to
appoint Shannon Haynes as the Town Manager pursuant to Section 7.1 of the Charter; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF
BRECKENRIDGE, COLORADO:

Section 1. The Town Council hereby approves a Resolution appointing the Town
Manager upon the terms and conditions set forth in the Employment Agreement, attached
hereto as Exhibit A.

RESOLUTION ADOPTED AND APPROVED this 24th day of October 2023.

ATTEST: TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE

Helen J. Cospolich, CMC, Town Clerk Eric S. Mamula, Mayor

APPROVED IN FORM

Town Attorney Date
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EMPLOYMENT AGREEMENT

This Employment Agreement (“Agreement”) is made and entered into at Breckenridge,
Colorado this 24" day of October, 2023, by and between the TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE, a
Colorado municipal corporation (“Town”) and SHANNON B. HAYNES (“Haynes”).

Recitals

WHEREAS, the Town is a home rule municipal corporation organized and existing
pursuant to Article 20, Section 6 of the Colorado Constitution; and

WHEREAS, the electors of the Town have adopted the Town of Breckenridge Home
Rule Charter (“Charter”); and

WHEREAS, Section 2.4 of the Charter provides that the Town government is to be a
“Council-Manager” form of government; and

WHEREAS, the office of the Town Manager of the Town of Breckenridge (“Town
Manager”) was created by Section 7.1 of the Charter; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council of the Town of Breckenridge (“Town Council”), acting
for and on behalf of the Town, desires to employ Haynes as the Town Manager pursuant to
Sections 2.4 and 7.1 of the Charter; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council desires to provide certain benefits, establish certain
conditions of employment and to set the working conditions for Haynes; and

WHEREAS, it is the further desire of the Town Council to: (i) provide certain
inducements for Haynes to remain as the Town Manager; (ii) make possible full work
productivity by assuring Haynes morale and peace of mind with respect to future job security;
and (i) provide a fair, equitable and agreed means for terminating Haynes services as described
in this Agreement; and

WHEREAS, Haynes desires to accept employment as the Town Manager, all in
accordance with, and subject to, the terms and conditions of this Agreement.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises and covenants contained herein,
the parties agree as follows:

1. Appointment of The Town Manager; Duties. The Town hereby employs Haynes as
the Town Manager of the Town to perform the functions and duties specified in the Charter and
ordinances of the Town, and to perform such other legally permissible and proper duties and
functions as the Town Council shall from time to time direct. Haynes hereby accepts such
employment in accordance with, and subject to, the terms and conditions of this Agreement.

Page 1
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Haynes shall devote her full time and attention to the performance of her duties under this
Agreement.

2. Effective Date. Haynes shall assume the position of the Town Manager of the Town
and commence her duties hereunder on December 19, 2023 (“Effective Date”™).

3. Term; Termination.

A. This agreement will begin on the Effective Date and shall be in effect for a term of
four (4) years unless terminated by either party as set forth in this Paragraph 3.

B. Haynes may resign her employment as the Town Manager, and hereby terminate this
Agreement, at any time; provided, that Haynes shall give the Town Council not less than one
hundred eighty (180) days’ prior written notice of her resignation.

C. The Town may terminate this Agreement, without being liable for breach of this
Agreement, for any of the following reasons.

1. If Haynes fails to maintain permanent, full-time residence in the Upper Blue River
Basin as required by Paragraph 8 of this Agreement.

2. If Haynes is convicted of any felony offense; an offense involving fraud or
dishonesty; or any offense related to governmental operations under Article 8 of Title 18
of the Colorado Criminal Code; or if Haynes evidences undesirable character traits as
determined by the Town Council.

3. If Haynes commits an act of gross negligence or malfeasance in office as determined
by the Town Council.

4. Upon proof of fraud, misstatement of a material fact, or omission to state a material
fact in connection with the information provided by Haynes to the Town Council as part
of the Town Manager hiring process. All of such information, whether provided in
writing, verbally or otherwise, is hereby deemed to be material to the Town Council’s
decision and determination to employ Haynes as the Town Manager.

5. Subject to any limitation imposed by applicable law, if Haynes is disabled and unable
to perform the duties of the Town Manager for more than ninety (90) consecutive
calendar days.

D. The Town may also terminate this Agreement without cause and without being liable

for breach of this Agreement upon the vote of the majority of the entire the Town Council in
accordance with the provisions of Section 7.1 of the Charter.

Page 2
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4. Severance Compensation and Benefits.

A. If Haynes resigns as provided in Paragraph 3, then the Town shall pay Haynes her
salary and benefits earned to the effective date of her resignation, but the Town shall not be
obligated to pay Haynes any severance compensation or provide any of this severance benefits.

B. If this Agreement is terminated by the Town for one of the reasons described in
Subparagraphs D1 — 5, then the Town shall pay Haynes her salary and benefits earned to the
effective date of her termination, but the Town shall not be obligated to pay Haynes any
severance compensation or provide any other severance benefits.

C. If this Agreement is terminated by the Town without cause as described in Paragraph
3, then the Town shall pay Haynes severance compensation and additional severance benefits as
follows:

1. Except as provided in Subparagraph 4C3, below, if Haynes’ employment is
terminated by the Town without cause prior to the end of the Term, then the Town shall
pay Haynes a lump sum cash payment equal in amount to the total annual salary which
Haynes would have received during the entirety of the Term, less any annual salary
previously paid by the Town to Haynes pursuant to this Agreement, but in no event shall
the severance pay due to Haynes under this Subparagraph be less than six (6) months’
salary. The calculation of severance pay due to Haynes under this Subparagraph C1 shall
be based upon her then-current salary at the time of termination; and such calculation
shall be final for all purposes. In addition to the cash payment, the Town shall provide the
same coverage or employee elected coverage for health and life insurance at the
employee premium rate for the remainder of the term of the contract; and additional
coverage for health and life insurance at the employee premium rate up to and including
the time in which Haynes is eligible for the Town’s retiree medical plan.

2. Notwithstanding the provisions of Subparagraph C1 if Haynes’ employment is
terminated without cause by the Town Council during the six months (6) immediately
following the seating and swearing in of a Mayor following the Town’s regular municipal
election, then in lieu of the provisions of Subparagraph C1 the Town shall pay Haynes a
lump sum cash payment equal to the greater of: (i) twelve (12) months’ then-current
salary or (ii) the total amount of annual salary which Haynes would have received during
the entirety of the term of this Agreement, less any annual salary previously paid by the
Town to Haynes pursuant to this Agreement. In addition to the cash payment, the Town
shall provide the same coverage or employee elected coverage for health and life
insurance at the employee premium rate for the remainder of the term of the contract; and
additional coverage for health and life insurance at the employee premium rate up to and
including the time in which Haynes is eligible for the Town’s retiree medical plan.
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304



D. Any monetary compensation due to Haynes pursuant to this Paragraph 4 shall be paid
by The Town in full within twenty (20) days of the date of Haynes’ termination.

5. Compensation; Retirement Plan.

A. For services rendered pursuant to this Agreement, The Town agrees to pay Haynes an
initial annual salary of Two Hundred Forty-five Thousand ($245,000), payable in the same
manner and as such time as all other employees of the Town are paid.

B. Annually in conjunction with the budget process, the Town Council shall determine
what salary adjustment will be made in Haynes’ annual salary. The Town Council may, in its
sole discretion, review Haynes’ performance at any time and may, based upon that review, adjust
Haynes’ salary accordingly; provided, however, that during the term of this Agreement, Haynes’
annual salary shall not be less than Two Hundred Forty-Five Thousand ($245,000), unless
otherwise agreed to in writing by the Parties. Any adjustment to Haynes’ annual salary may be
received, applied and invested by Haynes in whatever form on a cafeteria basis as determined in
Haynes’s sole discretion.

C. Haynes shall participate in the ICMA retirement plan and the Town’s contribution
thereto on Haynes’ behalf shall be seventeen percent (17%) of Haynes’s salary which is payable
each month. Haynes shall be one hundred percent (100%) vested in her retirement plan upon her
commencement of duties as The Town Manager.

D. The Town shall pay its portion of the FICA contribution for Haynes’s compensation
as provided by law.

6. Hours of Work. Haynes is employed to perform the job of the Town Manager
regardless of the number of hours of work each workweek which are require to accomplish the
job. Itis agreed that Haynes is exempt from the provisions of the Fair Labor Standards Act, and
any comparable state wage law, and as such she shall not receive any overtime compensation for
hours worked in excess of forty (40) hours in a workweek.

7. Automobile Allowance. In recognition of the requirement by the Town that Haynes
shall be available to perform services for the Town twenty-four (24) hours a day, the Town shall
provide Haynes as additional compensation an automobile allowance of One Thousand Dollars
($1,000.00) per month. Haynes shall be responsible for all costs of operation, fuel, maintenance,
insurance, and licensing of her vehicle.

8. Residence. It is a condition of Haynes’s employment that she reside within the Upper
Blue River Basin (the area bounded by Farmers Korner on the north and Hoosier Pass on the
south) during her employment as the Town Manager. Haynes’ failure to continuously maintain
such permanent, full-time residency within the Upper Blue River Basin, shall be cause for
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termination of this Agreement, and in the event of such termination Haynes shall not be entitled
to severance pay.

9. Defense and Indemnification. The Town shall defend and indemnify Haynes from
and against all claims, demands and suits arising within the scope of her duties and subject to
the limitations of, the Colorado Governmental Immunity Act, Part 1 of Article 10 of Title 24,
C.R.S., as from time to time amended.

10. Dues and Subscriptions. As limited by the budget and in the sole discretion of the
Town Council, the Town agrees to pay Haynes’ appropriate professional dues and subscriptions
which are necessary for her continuation and full participation in national, regional, state and
local associations and organizations which are necessary and desirable for her continued
professional participation, growth and advancement and which are in the best interests of the
Town.

11. Professional Development.

A. As limited by the budget and in the sole discretion of the Town Council, the Town
agrees to pay registration, reasonable travel and subsistence expenses for Haynes for professional
and official travel, meetings and occasions adequate to continue Haynes’ professional
development and to attend necessary official and other functions for the Town, including,
without limitation, the annual conference of the International City Management Association, the
Colorado Municipal League, and other national, regional, state and local government groups and
committees of which Haynes or the Town is member.

B. Subject to The Town Council approval, the Town shall further pay for Haynes’
reasonable tuition, travel and subsistence for short courses, institutes and seminars that are
necessary for Haynes’ professional development and which are in the best interests of the Town.

12. General Expenses. The Town recognizes that certain reasonable and necessary
expenses of a non-personal and generally job-related nature will be incurred by Haynes in
connection with the performance of her duties under this Agreement. The Town agrees to
reimburse or to pay such general expenses.

13. Vacation; Other Benefits.

A. Except as otherwise expressly provided in this Agreement to the contrary, Haynes
shall be entitled to receive all benefits provided by the Town to its full-time employees from time
to time throughout the term of this Agreement.

B. Haynes shall accrue vacation leave in accordance with the Town’s Employee
Guidelines. Vacation leave shall be taken during the course of each year, subject to The Town
Council approval. Haynes understands that it is the policy of the Town to encourage the use of
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vacation leave during the year in which it is accrued. The maximum amount of accrued but
unused vacation leave which may be carried over from one year to another shall be the same for
Haynes as for other full-time Town employees, as established from time to time throughout the
term of this Agreement in the Town’s Employee Guidelines. Any amount of vacation leave to
be carried over in excess of the amount Haynes is entitled to carryover as a matter of right by the
Employee Guidelines must be authorized in writing by the Mayor or the Town Council. The
question of whether Haynes shall be paid for her accrued but unused vacation leave in the event
of her resignation or the other termination of this Agreement shall be determined by the Town’s
Employee Guidelines in effect at the time of such resignation or termination. In making any
calculation required with respect to payment for accrued but unused vacation leave, Haynes’ rate
of pay shall be determined using her then-current rate of pay.

C. Haynes shall be entitled to sick leave, personal leave and cafeteria benefit in
accordance with the terms of the Town’s Employee Guidelines.

14. Performance Evaluation. The Town Council shall provide Haynes with a formal
evaluation of her performance annually at a time approximate to the anniversary date of her
assumption of the duties of the Town Manager, or as otherwise needed or as requested by
Haynes.

15. Other Terms and Conditions of Employment. The Town Council shall fix any such
other terms and conditions of Haynes’ employment as it may determine from time to time,
provided such terms and conditions are not inconsistent with or in conflict with the provisions of
this Agreement, the Charter, the ordinances of the Town, or other applicable law.

16. Applicable Law. This Agreement is subject to the provisions of the Charter, the
ordinances of the Town and other applicable law. In the event of a conflict between the
provisions of this Agreement and applicable law, the applicable law shall govern; provided,
however, that all provisions of this Agreement which are not in conflict with applicable law shall
remain in full force and effect.

17. Assignment. This Agreement is for personal services predicated upon Haynes’ special
abilities or knowledge. Haynes shall not assign this Agreement in whole or in part.

18. Annual Appropriation. Notwithstanding anything herein contained to the contrary, the
Town’s obligations under this Agreement are expressly subject to an annual appropriation being
made by the Town Council in an amount sufficient to allow the Town to perform its obligations
hereunder. In the event sufficient funds shall not be appropriated for the payment of sums due to
or to become due to Haynes hereunder, this Agreement may be terminated by either party
without penalty; provided, however, that in the event of such termination Haynes shall be paid
severance pay as provided in Paragraph 4 of this Agreement. The Town’s obligations under this
Agreement shall not constitute a general obligation indebtedness or multiple year direct or
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indirect debt or other financial obligation whatsoever within the meaning of the Constitution or
laws of the State of Colorado.

19. Waiver. The failure of either party to exercise any of their rights under this
Agreement shall not be a waiver of those rights. A party waives only those rights specified in
writing and signed by the party waiving such rights.

20. Applicable Law. This Agreement shall be interpreted in all respects in accordance
with the laws of the State of Colorado.

21. Entire Agreement. This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement and
understanding between the parties and supersedes any prior agreement or understanding relating
to the subject matter of this Agreement.

22. Severability. In case one or more of the provisions contained in this Agreement, or
any application hereof, shall be invalid, illegal or unenforceable in any respect, the validity,
legality and enforceability of the remaining provisions contained in this Agreement and the
application hereof shall not in any way be affected or impaired thereby.

23. No Adverse Inference. This Agreement shall not be interpreted or construed against
either party on the basis that such party drafted this Agreement. Both parties stipulate and agree
that they had the opportunity to participate fully in the drafting of this Agreement.

24. Paragraph Headings. Paragraph headings are inserted for convenience only and in no
way limit or define the interpretation to be placed upon this Agreement.

25. Binding Effect. The provisions of this Agreement with regard to compensation and
severance pay shall be binding upon and shall inure to the benefit of Haynes’ heirs at law and
personal representatives.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement the date first
written above.

TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE, a Colorado municipal
corporation

By:
Eric Mamula, Mayor

ATTEST:
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Helen Cospolich, Town Clerk

Shannon B. Haynes

Shannon Haynes TM Employment Agreement 092623
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Breckenridge Town Council Members

Memo

To:

From: Mobility Staff
Date: 10/17/2023
Subject: Mobility Update

— ~—

TOWN OF

BRECKENRIDGE

During the month of September, the Free Ride has seen 39,422 passengers across all bus routes. These
numbers show an increase of 13% over the same period in 2022. The top three stops of the month were

Ice Rink (1,950), Peak 8 (854), and Main St. Station (788).

Route Name

Sum of
Passenger

Boardings

Id Expr
Gray Route 18,673
Green Route 3,443
Purple Route A 3,703
Purple Route B 3,432
Trolley Route 3,832
Total 39,422

The Free Ride drove over 9,000 miles using battery electric buses during the month, which resulted in over
2,644 gallons of diesel saved and 24 tons of CO2 avoided. Proterra was on-site for a repair to bus #9238
which has been down almost since it was delivered. Though this issue appears to be resolved, a smaller

issue is being investigated and the bus can be operated on a limited basis.

Looking forward to the winter season, the Free Ride is currently staffed with offers out to 44 of 45 positions
needed for full staffing. The Free Ride will offer 15 min service frequency across Purple, Yellow, and Brown
Routes with the Trolley, Gold, and Green Routes seeing 30 min service frequency. We are finalizing the
game plan for when we switch to winter service, which is based on on-boarding, training, and testing of
new drivers. In support of our sustainability goals, we will not produce paper maps this winter, but large
maps at most stops will be installed like last winter. Below are the proposed routes for winter 23-24".
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Yellow Route 15 min service 6:15a-11:15p

Brown Route 15 min service 6:15a-5:30p

PM Brown Route 30 min service 5:45p-11:15p

Purple A 30 min service 6:15a-11:15p 45 Drivers Needed
Purple B 30 min service 6:15a-11:15p

Trolley Route 30 min service 8:00a-8:00p

Green Route 30 min service 6:15a-11:15p

Gold Route 30 min service 5:45p-11:15p

Staff has worked on the Green Route and reviewed the possibility of going to the Golf Course/Gold Run
Nordic Center this winter. To institute this change, we would need to discontinue servicing CMC and
Airport Road with the Green Route. While we see the potential to offer transit to an unserved area of the
community (the Gold Run Nordic Center), and an underserved area (the residents on Dewey Placer, High
Tor Rd, and Highland Trail), we do not want to make this change to the detriment of other areas where we
are seeing high ridership on our Green Route (Airport Road southbound). With this in mind, we have
decided our best path forward this winter is with the Green Route doing the same route it did last winter
and this summer. We will keep a close eye on our ridership, fleet reliability and age, so that if we feel
comfortable adding a second bus to the Green Route in the future, we can then offer 20-minute service on
the same route we're doing but with an additional two stops at the Golf Course and near the Loge
employee housing. Staff is open to Council comment, feedback, recommendations as we look forward to
any changes.

Upper Warriors Mark Shuttle

The RFP has closed, and the contract was awarded to Peak 1 Express. The service will run 8am to 8pm
daily from November 22, 2023 through April 7, 2024. These are the same service hours and dates as last
year, with the cost being the same as last year also.

Breck E-Ride

With the closing date for the incredibly successful and well received inaugural year of the Breck E-Ride
coming on October 315, we will be offering FREE Pay As You Go rides on the 31st for anyone that hasn't
already tried the bikes out and are interested for next year. Additionally, anyone that rides on the 31,
members included, and posts a photo of their ride tagging Breck E-Ride in it will be entered for one of two
free memberships for the 2024/25 season.

Parking

Council requested staff evaluate why F-Lot is pay parking until 5pm in winter instead of 3pm like skier lots,
or 8pm like core downtown lots. We reviewed parking reports back to 2012 and could not find a mention of
a change in winter hours for F-Lot. So, while not based in verifiable fact, but knowing that F-Lot has been
one of the highest grossing lots in town for years, the 5pm end time was likely made to encourage the
workforce that was coming in for evening shifts to park elsewhere, like the Ice Rink or free-after-3 skier lots
in order to maintain some parking availability on the south end near Main Street.

To increase carpooling and usage of the South Gondola Parking Structure, we will offer a 50% parking
discount off the full day price in the parking structure when four or more people are in a car. This discount
will make this lot one of the cheapest places to park in town for anything longer than 4-hours. With this
change, updated rates for premium parking on Main Street or the lots immediately adjacent to Main Street
are posted below:
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Fifteen Minutes

Monday - Thursday Rates

Current

HNorth Main

First Hour

Friday - Sunday Rates

Current

Second Hour .

Third Hour $1.00 F2.00
Farth Hour $3.00 #5.50
Fifth Hour $3.00 8.00
Siirth Hour $3.00 #5.00
Seventh Hour $3.00 #5.50
Eigth Hour $3.00 #8.50
THinth Hour $3.00 #5.50
Tenth Hour $3.00 #8.50
4 Hours Parking Total $5.50 $3.50
5 Howrs Parking Total $8.50 $17.50
B Hours Parking Tatal #11.50 $25.50
All Day ‘Winter Non-Peak $23.50 $53.50

Al Day ‘Winter Peak

Wellington

Zone(z)

Hours

Current

Fifteen Minutes
First Hour .
Second Hour #1.50 $2.00
Third Hour $2.00 $4.00
Farth Hour $5.00 F7.00
Fifth Hour $5.00 $3.50
Siiwth Hour $5.00 $3.50
Seventh Hour $5.00 $10.50
Eigth Hour $5.00 #10.50
THinth Howr $5.00 #11.50
Tenth Hour $5.00 #11.50
4 Hours Parking Tatal $3.00 $15.50
5 Hours Parking Total $14.00 $23.00
B Hours Parking Total $#13.00 $32.50
All Diay 'Winter Non-Peak
All Dy winter Peak 33 $76.50
Current

Wellington

[z

Fifteen Minutes Mot Auailable Mot Available
First Hour $0.50 #0.50
Second Hour $0.50 $150
Third Haur $0.50 F2.00
Farth Hour $1.00 #5.50
Fifth Haur $1.00 #5.00
Siirith Hour $1.00 #5.00
Sewventh Hour $1.00 #8.50
Eigth Hour $1.00 #8.50
Minth Hour #8.50
Tenth Hour #5.50
4 Howrs Parking Total $2.50 $3.50
5 Haours Parking Tatal $3.50 $17.50
5 Hours Parking Total $4.50 $25.50
Al Day ‘Winter Mor-Peak $6.50 $53.50

All Dy 'Winter Peak

FLOT

Zone(s)

Current

Fifteen Minutes Mot Auailable Mot Available
First Hour #0.50 #0.50
Second Hour $1.50 $2.00
Third Hour $2.00 $4.00
Forth Howr $4.00 F7.00
Fifth Hour $4.00 $3.50
Siiwsth Hour $4.00 $3.50
Seventh Hour $4.00 #10.50
Eigth Hour $4.00 #10.50
Minth Howr #11.50
Tenth Hour #11.50
4 Hours Parking Total $5.00 $13.50
5 Hours Parking Total $23.00
6 Hours Parking Tatal $32.50
All Dy winker Non-Peak

All Dy winter Peak $12.00 $76.50
FLOT Current

Fifteen Minutes

Tz
Mot Auailable

Mot Available

Fifteen Minutes Mot Available Mot Available
First Hour $0.50 #0.50
Second Hour $1.00 $1.00
Third Hour $1.00 $1.00
Farth Hour $1.25 $125

Fifth Hawur $1.25 F17.00 until SPM
Siirith Hour $1.25 F17.00 until SPM
Sewventh Hour $1.25 F17.00 until SPM
Eigth Hour $1.25 $17.00 uneil SPM
Minth Howr $1.25 F17.00 unkil SP
Tenth Hour $1.25 F17.00 until SPM
4 Hours Parking Tatal $3.75 $3.75

5 Hours Parking Total $5.00 $17.00

E Howrs Parking Total $6.25 $17.00

All Day ‘Winter Mon-Peak $11.25 $17.00

All Day 'Winter Peak

First Hour #0.50 #0.50
Second Hour #1.50 $150

Third Hour $3.00 $3.00
Forth Hour $5.00 $5.00

Fifth Hour $5.00 $22.00 unil SPM
Sirth Hour A $22.00 until SPM
Seventh Hour A $22.00 until 5PM
Eigth Haur MA 22,00 until SPM
Mirth Hour MA F22.00 until SPM
Tenth Hour A $22.00 until SPM
4 Hours Parking Total $#10.00 $10.00

5 Hours Parking Tatal $22.00

& Hours Parking Tatal

All Dy winter Mon-Peak

All Day 'winter Peak #15.00 $22.00
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September Traffic Counts

Summer traffic counts at the EJ Tunnel and Hwy 9/Tiger Rd traffic counts were fairly similar to 2022 levels. Note
that the Blue River traffic counts are expected to be lower than previous year, as CDOT adjusted this counter in
April to exclude vehicles turning in/out of River Park Dr, and more accurately count through-traffic.

CDOT Eisenhower Tunnel, Average Daily Total Traffic Counts (EB & WB)

JAN FEE | MAR | APR MAY | JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV | DEC

2023 | 37290 | 39671 | 38648 | 31414 | 30132 | 37837 | 43623 | 39279 | 38860

2022 | 35851 | 38394 | 38795 | 30636 | 20665 | 37365 | 41946 | 39936 | 39582 | 32790 | 30145 | 34528
2021 | 34470 | 35126 | 37618 | 31250 | 31204 | 39513 | 41774 | 35557 | 38799 | 32166 | 31015 | 34600
2020 | 37669 | 35303 | 23910 | 11390 | 21442 | 33539 | 40756 | 34938 | 36790 | 33901 | 26787 | 32224
2019 | 38244 | 36034 | 38436 | 31567 | 30318 | 37402 | 44100 | 41526 | 38335 | 33214 | 29141 | 34553
2018 | 36771 | 36596 | 38333 | 29045 | 29940 | 38818 | 43998 | 40649 | 38010 | 29761 | 30153 | 36008
2017 | 33269 | 36718 | 39162 | 31483 [INUNN 40217 | 44022 | 39719 | 35614 | 30216 | 29087 | 32680

CDOT Hwy 9 & Tiger Rd, Average Daily Total Traffic Counts (NB & SB)
AN FEE | MAR | APR MAY | JUN JUL AUG SEP ocT NOV | DEC

2023 | 25561 | 26129 | 25423 | 20266 | 17932 | 22107 | 26085 | 24365 | 23106

2022 | 25343 | 26314 | 25528 | 19385 | 17755 | 22419 | 25576 | 25157 | 23340 | 20126 | 19542 | 23392
2021 | 23613 | 23681 | 24455 | 19981 | 18729 | 23885 | 26569 | 24052 | 22303 | 19357 | 19779 | 23740
2020 | 26091 | 24334 | 16206 | 8450 | 12873 | 20096 | 25398 | 24184 | 23870 | 21272 | 18851 | 22557
2019 | 26864 | 25558 | 25043 | 10475 | 17420 | 19707 | 22715 | 25287 | 23760 | 18932 | 19522 | 23108
2018 | 24454 | 23112 | 23746 | 17638 | 16681 | 21491 | 25586 | 23805 | 21848 | 17993 | 19613 | 24572
2017 | 22314 | 22238 | 22640 | 16863 | 15739 | 20133 | 23872 | 22365 | 20694 | 17736 | 17914 | 22213

Hwy 9/River Park Drive CDOT Average Daily Total Traffic Counts (NB & @_1*
JAW | FEB | MAR [ APR | MAY | JUN JuL AUG SEP OCT | NOV | DEC
2023 | 9677 | 9770 9490 | 6945 | 6884 | 9139 | 11402 | 10178 | 9055
6692 | 6947 | 9358 | 11132 | 10272 | 9763 | 7034 | 7525 | 9217

*MNote: CDOT installed this counter in &pril 2022. On April 3™, 2023, CDOT adjusted the counter to exclude counting
vehicles turning infout of River Park Dr, to get a more accurate count of through-traffic.

® Page 4

313



il

Memo
To: Town Council
From: Sustainability Staff
Date: 10/24/23
Subject: Sustainability Update

MT2030

Staff attended this year's Mountain Towns 2030 Climate Solutions Summit in Vail, October 18-19. The MT2030 Summit is the
annual gathering of key stakeholders from mountain communities: local government elected officials, staff and sustainability
teams, ski resorts, businesses, and nonprofit leaders, all committed to achieving zero-carbon emissions in their communities.

PAYT/URO

Staff is meeting with City Market/Kroger reps on Wednesday, Oct 25 for a site visit to the bottled water aisle at the Breckenridge
location. We will be discussing the different product lines and what must be compliant with the plastic pollution reduction bill. The
intent is to clarify what products will be allowed to remain after July 1, 2024, and what products will need to be removed from the
shelves. A similar meeting with the City Market Deli is still forthcoming.

Plastic Pollution Reduction

Staff continues in-person business outreach and site audits to inform and educate businesses on the plastic pollution reduction
bill. Resources are provided to businesses to make informed decisions to reduce and eliminate single-use plastics from their
inventory. Staff is working with the local distributor reps to offer their customers the non-plastic disposable options. A preferred
purchasing guide is still in development, but Staff are finding it difficult to get product lists from distribution companies.

Launch Media is still working on updates to the marketing campaign and will be sharing them in the coming week. Their
concept/creative will be shared with the BTO this week.

Pumpkin Composting

High Country Conservation Center has made pumpkin composting collection bins available Saturday, October 215tthrough
Sunday, November 12t at all the Recycling drop off centers. Candles, artificial lighting, paint, glitter, and any other decorations
must be removed before placing them in the designated bins. The pumpkins will be taken to the Summit County Resource
Allocation Park (SCRAP) where they will be mixed with food wase and other materials for composting.
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https://www.mt2030.org/our-work/mt2030-climate-solutions-summit-2023/
https://highcountryconservation.org/events/free-pumpkin-composting-2023/
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TOWN OF

Memo BRECKENRIDGE

To: Breckenridge Town Council Members

From: Helen Cospolich, Town Clerk

Date: 10/18/2023

Subject: Committee Reports

The following committee reports were submitted for this meeting:

e Breckenridge Social Equity Advisory Commission

Committees* Representative Report Status
Summit Stage Advisory Board Matt Hulsey No Meeting/Report
Police Advisory Committee Chief Jim Baird No Meeting/Report
Recreation Advisory Committee Molly Boyd No Meeting/Report
Transit and Parking Advisory Committee Matt Hulsey No Meeting/Report
Liquor and Marijuana Licensing Authority Tara Olson No Meeting/Report
Breckenridge Social Equity Advisory Commission Shannon Haynes/Mack Russo Included
Communications Brooke Attebery No Meeting/Report

*Note: Reports provided by the Mayor and Council Members are listed in the Council agenda.
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TOWN OF

BRECKENRIDGE

Breckenridge Social Equity Advisory Commission
October 16, 2023, 7:30am

Striving for racial and social equity for all by removing barriers and
facilitating opportunities to thrive

L Call to Order (7:30-7:35)
Roll Call
Present: Eliana Crabb, Laurie Moroco, Jordan Burns, Carol Saade, Silvia Vicuna
Zoom: Joyce De Le Torre, June Walters
Absent: Jason Smith, Tahja Grier
Discussion/Approval of Agenda
Discussion/Approval of the Minutes
Motion to approve, Eliana Crabb; Seconded by Silvia Vicuna

ll.  Staff Summary (7:35-7:40)
No staff summary

lll.  Social Equity Discussion (7:40-8:10)
Commissioner Vacancies
On October 12th, we posted commissioner vacancies with applications open until November 10th
at 4 pm. (Jason Smith and Joyce De Le Torre informally resigned, with Joyce remaining a
subcommittee member.) Jordan Burn, whose term expires in December 2023, expressed interest
in renewing. Carol Saade brought up some vacancy postings that initially excluded the
requirement of living or working in the upper blue, but Brooke Attebery corrected this during the
meeting. Carol Saade asked the commission for specific criteria for future applicants, and Laurie
Moroco mentioned the importance of time commitment. The subcommittee will discuss the areas
of expertise they'd like to fill in the vacancies.

Subcommittee for Commissioner Selection:
Carol Saade, Jordan Burns, Eliana Crabb, June Walters

Subcommittee Updates
Celebrate Diversity
June Walters summarized the discussions following the distribution of the October
packet. The focus was on planning events for the first quarter of the upcoming year, with
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the goal of engaging and educating the community on important topics. Here's a brief
overview of the planned events:

“January:

e  On the 4th, National Braille Day will be celebrated with an educational event led by June
Walters and Jordan Burns, featuring a Braille focus and a video presentation.

e  On the 15th, Martin Luther King Jr. Day will be observed.

February:

e February, being Black History Month, will involve activities such as trivia with Broken
Compass, potential partnerships with CMC or Whiskey Star for culturally specific food
and guest speakers, and the proclamation of Barney Ford Day by the mayor. Tahja Grier
is overseeing these events.

March:

e National Women's History Month in March will feature weekly educational videos with
contributions from Women of the Summit, FIRC, and WIC. Tahja Grier is responsible for
coordinating these events.

April:

e April is designated as Neurodivergent Month, focusing on intersectional identities and

related topics through a series of videos led by Elsa Lau.”

Jordan Burns also suggested scheduling Coffee Talk sessions for each subcommittee to
align with the relevance of their topics on the calendar.

Finally, June Walters and Carol Saade commended the Breck Creates Dia Los Muertos
festivities for their successful engagement, including well-attended classes, fantastic
dances, and a strong sense of local community celebration.

Community Influence & Education

They didn't meet initially, but rather than further delaying the meeting until we receive a
response from the CSU Boulder Equity program about video licensing, their upcoming
meeting will be to finish planning filming the mission statement video.

Community Outreach & Engagement
Jordan Burns shared that they've implemented SCRUM and focused on presenting to the

BSEAC an "About Us" section, intended for use as an elevator pitch on the BSEAC website.

The October packet includes the proposed "About Us" content, with a request for
commissioners to review and offer suggestions.

Immigration Rights & Advocacy

Silvia Vicuna shared an update on their ongoing project to create a flowchart for
engaging the Hispanic community. They discussed three translator options presented by
Mack Russo:

“Option 1: Pocketalk Plus Voice Translator (used by the DMV)
e  Supports 82 languages.
e Text-to-translate camera for signs and written text.
Option 2: iPads with FORUM Interpreter App
e Al-based interpretation for meetings, events, and conferences.
e Supports 25 languages and 45 dialects.
e  Offers transcripts, digital voice, and live translation features.
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Option 3: LetzChat (used by Comcast, NBC Universal, NFL, etc.)
e  Supports 104 languages.
e  Provides instant chat translations (text-to-speech), email translations, document
translations, broadcast, and video subtitling, and much more.”

Additionally, they discussed the issue of Free Ride bus maps not being available in
Spanish and revealed that the app currently cannot support additional languages.
However, there are plans to explore new app platforms next year, and efforts are
underway to translate the bus maps into Spanish as PDFs.

Civic Engagement
Eliana Crabb discussed that it was a preparation session for the Coffee Talk: “Community
Conversations on Equity." Mack Russo updated everyone on the rack cards for this event

and future ones, which will feature a link to a post-event survey and space for comments.

Carol Saade suggested including the equity email, and the commission decided to
consider linking to the website once it's more developed. They also decided to print and
bring the vacancy posting with a QR code for the application.

Equity Blueprint (8:10-8:40)

Mack Russo provided an update on internal changes made to the blueprint. Carol Saade suggested
distinguishing between internal (staff) and external (BSEAC) aspects. Shannon Haynes proposed
changing "internal" to "organizational” for clarity.

Mack Russo clarified that the primary audience for the blueprint is the stakeholders defined by town
residents, followed by staff. Carol Saade emphasized the importance of keeping this in mind during
the blueprint rollout.

Regarding acronyms, it was noted that they need to be defined in the blueprint. Progress pages will
be included in the main blueprint but were excluded from the packet due to incompleteness.

Mack Russo also added "racial" to sections where only "social equity" was mentioned for consistency
with the mission statement focusing on both "racial and social equity."

Eliana Crabb inquired about the accountability mechanism. Mack Russo explained that progress
pages will track defined metrics, and the annual community impact report will serve as the
accountability mechanism.

Carol Saade asked about the frequency of checks to ensure alignment with tactics/metrics. Mack
Russo suggested either halfway through the year or just before the community impact report is
written in December. Laurie Moroco supported regular check-ins throughout the year.

There was a request for an introduction/summary at the start of the blueprint, including the points
discussed.

The BSEAC discussed whether to include all commissioners on the special thanks page, past and
current, or only past commissioners. Consensus was that all commissioners would be listed on the
special thanks page.
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Page numbers need to be added to the index.

Finally, there was a discussion about including images in the document. Mack Russo mentioned
concerns from Breck Create about inauthenticity, but commissioners agreed to keep the images for
their engaging and comprehensible nature.

V.  Upcoming Council Items (8:40-8:45)
Shannon Haynes announced that The Equity Blueprint has been rescheduled for the November 14th
Council meeting to allow Dana Laverdiere (Director of Human Resources) more time for internal
review and to address changes suggested during this meeting. In the next council session, Root Policy
will present the Housing Need Assessment, and Mack Russo will extend an invitation to
Commissioners to attend the meeting. In October, a resolution will be passed to adopt the budget,
followed by an ordinance to allocate funds in November. Commissioners are encouraged to reach out
if they have any budget-related questions, but there were no requests for the commission's budget
for FY24.

vi. Upcoming Agenda Topics
PD Comment on Overnight Parking Accessibility
Next month, there's a scheduled discussion with PD regarding overnight parking and its impact
on the Unsheltered population in Summit. Shannon Haynes mentioned she will inquire to James
Baird to also discuss the Police Advisory Commission and its purpose, as well as exploring how
the BSEAC can assist PD. This presents an opportunity for us to ask questions and gain clarity.

Town of Breckenridge’s ADA Update
Dannie York will share the latest developments on the Town's ongoing ADA audit and discuss our
current progress in the process.

Vil. Other Matters (845-8:50)

VIll.  Public Comment (Non-Agenda Items) (8:50-9:00)

Motion to adjourn, Jordan Burns; seconded by Laurie Moroco

Recording:

https://us02web.zoom.us/rec/share/BM7C4y9dptCkl-xD5CI-HmAL_fi7tggOtmn7HraiZi-
XxQOBSMXugTbJ4Vr5aShE.ECOA-Ozn9L8RIKti?startTime=1697461067000

Passcode: e5KE%ViX
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Executive Summary
September 30, 2023

This report covers the 9 months of 2023. September is largely reflective of August tax collections.
Overall, we are approximately $3.9M over 2023 budgeted revenues in the Excise fund. Sales tax is currently

behind from last year. Real Estate Transfer Tax is $.8M ahead of budget, and $.5M behind prior year.

S4.3M over YTD budget, and $1M ahead of prior year. Accommodations tax is $.5M ahead of budget, and $.2M

See the Tax Basics section of these financial reports for more detail on the sales, accommodations, and real estate
transfer taxes.
Excise YTD Actual vs. Budget - by Source
$30,000,000
$25,000,000
M YTD Actual
$20,000,000
$15,000,000
$10,000,000
1 YTD Budget
$5,000,000
5'
SALES TAX ACCOM TAX RETT OTHER
YTD Actual Revenues - Excise OTHER
ACCOM TAX
12%
SALES TAX
70%
Prior YTD Prior Annual
YTD Actual YTD Budget % of Budget Annual Budget Actual Actual
SALES TAX $ 2705229 $ 22,772,805 119% $ 32,551,152 | $ 26,027,278 $ 34,470,250
ACCOMMODATIONS TAX 4,446,370 3,939,396 113% 5,476,500 4,657,381 6,224,551
REAL ESTATE TRANSFER 4,788,179 3,972,369 121% 5,405,283 5,361,801 6,872,481
OTHER* 2,166,681 3,901,903 56% 5,351,055 566,425 1,024,037
TOTAL S 38,506,458 S 34,586,473 111% S 48,783,990 | $ 36,612,884 S 48,591,318

* Other includes Franchise Fees (Telephone, Public Service and Cable), Cigarette Tax, and Investment Income
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2022 2022/2023  2022/2023 2023
Description YTD 2019 YTD 2021 YTD 2022 % of Total YTD 2023 $ Change % Change % of Total
Retail $109,348,936 $147,273,375 $154,017,156 24.23% $154,366,465 $349,309 0.23% 24.46%)
Weedtail $7,365,126 $8,747,188 $7,584,949 1.19% $5,928,194 ($1,656,755) -21.84% 0.94%
Restaurant / Bar $107,575,885 $110,714,252 $138,377,199 21.77% $140,787,222 $2,410,024 1.74% 22.31%
Short-Term Lodging $129,035,214 $186,655,585 $222,173,557 34.95% $217,024,798 ($5,148,759) -2.32% 34.39%
Grocery / Liquor $48,139,956 $51,901,234 $57,732,061 9.08% $58,284,118 $552,058 0.96% 9.24%
Construction $32,716,684 $26,305,044 $27,660,726 4.35% $23,482,804 ($4,177,923) -15.10% 3.72%
Utility $21,112,732 $23,477,712 $26,455,706 4.16% $29,315,138 $2,859,432 10.81% 4.64%
Other* $1,397,682 $1,798,066 $1,732,026 0.27% $1,928,234 $196,208 11.33% 0.31%
Total $456,692,214 $556,872,456 $635,733,380  100.00% $631,116,973 ($4,616,407) -0.73%  100.00%
* Other includes activities in Automobiles and Undefined Sales.
YTD 2022 YTD 2023
Construction Utility Other* Utility
5% Construction__ 5%
Grocery / Grocery /
Liquor Liquor
9%

Weedtail Weedtail
1% 1%
Short-Term
Short-Term Lodging Restaurant /
Lodging Restaurant / 34% Bar
35% Bar 22%
22%
$250,000,000 -
$200,000,000 -
$150,000,000
®YTD 2019
$100,000,000 - W YTD 2021
$50,000,000 - mYTD 2022
S0  — mYTD 2023
Retail Weedstail Restaurant/  Short-Term Grocery/  Construction Utility Other*
Bar Lodging Liquor

New Items of Note:

® August YTD net taxable sales are currently behind of YTD August 2022 by .73%.

® For August YTD 2023, there were increases in Retail (.23%), Restaurant/Bar (1.74%) Utilities (10.81 %), Grocery/Liquor (.96 %), and decline in
Weedtail (-21.84%) , Short-Term Lodging (-2.32%), Construction (-15.10%), compared to August YTD 2022.

® August YTD 2023 is ahead of August YTD 2019 by 38.19%.

Historical Notes:

® Due to COVID-19, on March 16th, 2020 Town-Wide business closures/operating limitations went into effect. On November 22, 2020 indoor dining
closed due to Summit County entering level red on the State COVID 19 dial dashboard on November 20th. Restaurants started reopening for indoor
dining on December 18, 2020 through the five star certification program.

® By executive order, Town bag fees were waived for large grocers during the COVID-19 pandemic March 27, 2020 - September 9, 2020, and again
November 19, 2020 - April 28, 2021.

® Short Term Lodging taxes are generally remitted based on reservation date.

® In 2014, a new category was added to the Sales by Sector pages for the Weedtail sector. The category encompasses all legal marijuana sales,
regardless of medical or recreational designation.

® A section on Disposable Bag Fees was added in 2014.

® A section on Short Term Rentals was added in 2018.

e Taxes collected from the customer by the vendor are remitted to the Town on the 20t of the following month.

e Quarterly taxes are reported in the last month of the period. For example, taxes collected in the first quarter of the year (January — March), are
included on the report for the period of March.

o Net Taxable Sales are continually updated as late tax returns are submitted to the Town of Breckenridge. Therefore, you may notice slight
changes in prior months, in addition to the reporting for the current month.

e "Other" sales relate to returns that have yet to be classified. Much of this category will be reclassified to other sectors as more information
becomes available.
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% change % change

2019 2021 2022 2023 from PY from '19
Jan $82,299,822 $79,027,402 $113,608,612 $115,028,892 1.25% 39.77%
Feb $75,794,630 $79,746,002 $111,338,870 $113,770,519 2.18% 50.10%
2023 Mar $95,163,229 $100,237,930 $125,730,058 $122,606,064 -2.48% 28.84%
Apr $33,990,319 $50,992,310 $56,511,723 $53,538,963 -5.26% 57.51%
2022 May $26,568,743 $35,688,712 $34,483,662 $32,324,773 -6.26% 21.66%
m2021 Jun $41,037,437 $58,731,249 $56,236,235 $55,577,235 -1.17% 35.43%
2019 Jul $53,755,920 $77,776,788 $72,887,360 $74,892,040 2.75% 39.32%
Aug $48,082,114 $74,672,063 $64,936,860 $63,378,488 -2.40% 31.81%
Sep $44,879,428 $60,896,780 $63,005,325 $0 n/a n/a
Oct $32,297,945 $48,311,353 $51,432,941 $0 n/a n/a
Nov $39,928,187 $55,302,747 $53,834,073 $0 n/a n/a
Dec $93,931,782 $125,002,690 $131,399,344 $0 n/a n/a
0 $500, 000 000 $1,000,000,000 YTD $456,692,214 $556,872,456 $635,733,380 $631,116,973 -0.73% 38.19%
Total $667,729,556 $846,386,027 $935,405,063 $631,116,973 -32.53% -5.48%
2019 2021 2022 2023 % change % change
Jan $19,611,835 $18,328,034 $24,325,450 $25,161,831 3.44% 28.30%
Feb $17,374,017 $19,258,101 $24,775,008 $25,056,076 1.13% 44.22%
Apr Mar $21,694,451 $25,929,898 $31,202,313 $31,549,885 1.11% 45.43%
May w2023 ||_APT $8,706,284 $13,935,565 $14,392,188 $14,216,259 -1.22% 63.29%
June May $6,284,885 $9,994,161 $9,127,641 $9,216,120 0.97% 46.64%
2022 |[* Jun $10,801,783 $17,030,083 $16,358,438) $16,209,503 0.91%|  50.06%
Jul 2021 Jul $12,825,192 $18,164,617 $17,905,755 $17,803,604 -0.57% 38.82%
Aug Aug $12,050,490 $24,632,916 $15,930,361 $15,153,187 -4.88% 25.75%
Sep 2019 Sep $13,040,263 $16,791,863 $18,786,039 $0 n/a n/a
Oct Oct $8,178,255 $11,786,369 $15,163,438 $0 n/a n/a
Nov Nov $10,979,043 $15,256,733 $15,611,942 $0 n/a n/a
Dec Dec $25,856,507 $32,406,097 $33,684,489 $0 n/a n/a
YTD $109,348,936 $147,273,375 $154,017,156 $154,366,465 0.23% 41.17%

$200, 000 000 $400,000,000
Total $167,403,004 $223,514,437 $237,263,063 $154,366,465 -34.94% -7.79%
2019 2021 2022 2023 % change % change
Jan $1,278,628 $1,478,465 $1,390,691 $1,085,499  -21.95%|  -15.10%
Feb $1,143,834 $1,294,638 $1,290,570 $1,071,374|  -16.98% -6.33%
Mar $1,291,752 $1,441,196 $1,310,491 $1,021,416  -22.06%|  -20.93%
Apr $682,583 $942,276 $732,968 $577,496|  -21.21%|  -15.40%
May $525,557 $695,750 $499,512 $382,445|  -23.44%|  -27.23%
Jun $691,544 $841,867 $670,484 $513,462|  -23.42%|  -25.75%
Jul $905,548 $1,116,858 $912,870 $697,911|  -23.55%| -22.93%
Aug $845,682 $936,140 $777,363 $578,590|  -25.57%| -31.58%
Sep $658,693 $802,336 $611,456 $0 n/a n/a
Oct $536,078 $665,889 $529,983 S0 n/a n/a
Nov $605,820 $737,780 $581,583 S0 n/a n/a
Dec $1,088,987 $1,195,620 $1,014,636, $0 n/a n/a
YTD $7,365,126 $8,747,188 $7,584,949 $5,928,194 -21.84%|  -19.51%
$10, OUO 000 $20,000,000

Total $10,254,704 $12,148,814 $10,322,606 $5,928,194 -4257%|  -42.19%
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Jan 2019 2021 2022 2023 % change % change
Feb Jan $19,257,344 $14,372,467 $23,591,432 $25,009,257 6.01% 29.87%
Mar Feb $18,251,145 $15,293,976 $24,974,867 $25,865,915 3.57% 41.72%
Apr Mar $20,276,191 $18,001,752 $26,280,138 $25,821,441 -1.75% 27.35%
Apr $8,183,550 $10,082,518 $12,415,528 $12,209,139 -1.66% 49.19%
May 2023
May $4,752,756 $6,065,196 $5,669,343 45,883,754 3.78% 23.80%
June 2022 [ Jun $9,334,516 $12,074,689 $11,796,384 $11,309,552 -413%| 21.16%
Jul w2021 Jul $14,827,380 $19,085,898 $18,692,700 $19,179,320 2.60% 29.35%
Aug Aug $12,693,004 $15,737,756 $14,956,807 $15,508,844 3.69% 22.18%
sep 2019 | [T5ep $10,012,989 $12,545,273 $12,668,238 $0 n/a n/a
Oct Oct $6,463,032 $9,054,163 $9,309,000 $0 n/a n/a
Nov Nov $8,198,131 $9,429,392 $9,038,337 $0 n/a n/a
Dec Dec $17,310,078 $20,911,542 $24,126,957 $0 n/a n/a
YTD $107,575,885 $110,714,252 $138,377,199 $140,787,222 1.74% 30.87%
$200,000,000 $400,000,000
Total $149,560,115 $162,654,623 $193,519,731 $140,787,222 -27.25% -5.87%
2019 2021 2022 2023 % change % change
Jan $26,949,830 $31,752,606 $48,613,697 $47,461,191 -2.37% 76.11%
Feb $24,811,525 $30,596,998 $45,169,344, $45,736,673 1.26% 84.34%
Mar $37,052,760 $38,833,031 $49,654,941 $47,131,088, -5.08% 27.20%
Apr $6,084,075 $14,789,263 $15,604,892 $14,579,098, -6.57%| 139.63%
2023 May $3,269,759 $8,839,478 $7,736,666, $6,909,013|  -10.70%| 111.30%
2022 Jun $8,613,383 $16,110,696 $14,454,476, $13,800,668, -4.52% 60.22%
2021 Jul $12,259,971 $25,496,064 $21,720,310, $23,247,770 7.03% 89.62%
Aug $9,993,911 $20,237,448 $19,219,232 $18,159,297 -5.51% 81.70%
W 2019 Sep $8,748,649 $17,994,049 $17,234,547 $0 n/a n/a
Oct $7,654,030 $16,267,787 $15,303,928 $0 n/a n/a
Nov $10,638,959 $19,659,292 $18,013,772 $0 n/a n/a
Dec $32,392,791 $50,715,608 $46,896,490 $0 n/a n/a
. o
<200, 000 000 $400,000,000 YTD $129,035,214 $186,655,585 $222,173,557 $217,024,798 2.32% 68.19%
Total $188,469,643 $291,292,321 $319,622,294 $217,024,798 -32.10% 15.15%
2019 2021 2022 2023 % change % change
Jan $6,728,312 $7,287,839 $8,170,578 $8,997,217 10.12% 33.72%
Feb $6,986,584 $7,698,418 $8,753,193 $9,587,315 9.53% 37.22%
Mar $7,555,406 $7,875,044 $9,019,659 $9,151,128 1.46% 21.12%
2023 Apr $4,143,198 $5,116,542 $6,998,996, $5,851,774|  -16.39% 41.24%
May $5,770,430 $3,756,571 $4,744,379 $4,092,212| -13.75%|  -29.08%
2022 Jun $4,477,340 $5,487,526 $5,436,849 $5,335,000 -1.87% 19.14%
w2021 Jul $6,441,916 $7,596,984 $7,431,072 $7,828,316, 5.35% 21.52%
m 2019 Aug $6,036,270 $7,082,310 $7,177,335 $7,441,155 3.68% 23.27%
Sep $4,599,869 $5,595,731 $5,816,776, $0 n/a n/a
Oct $3,956,333 $4,452,681 $4,953,494/ $0 n/a n/a
Nov $3,980,326 $4,209,254 $4,692,648 $0 n/a n/a
Dec $10,973,358 $12,158,623 $12,887,729 $0 n/a n/a
YTD $48,139,956 $51,901,234 $57,732,061 $58,284,118 0.96% 21.07%
$50, ooo 000  $100,000,000
Total $71,649,842 $78,317,524 $86,082,707 $58,284,118 -32.29%|  -18.65%
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Jan 2019 2021 2022 2023 % change % change
Feb Jan $4,617,707 $2,068,745 $3,087,979 $1,896,022 -38.60% -58.94%
Mar Feb $3,924,001 $2,195,750 $2,329,985 $1,329,535|  -42.94%|  -66.12%
Apr Mar $3,626,832 $3,880,970 $3,659,430 $2,951,113 -19.36% -18.63%
May w2023 Apr $3,340,641 $2,799,808 $2,689,995 $2,240,117 -16.72% -32.94%
June 2022 May $3,847,480 $3,695,521 $3,753,221 $2,808,644 -25.17% -27.00%
Jul w2021 | |2un $4,753,416 $4,674,905 $4,564,515 $5,049,469]  10.62% 6.23%
Aug Jul $4,225,825 $3,429,834 $3,420,384 $3,400,460 -0.58% -19.53%
Sep H2019 | [TAQg $4,380,782 $3,559,510 $4,155,216 $3,807,444 -837%|  -13.09%
Oct Sep $5,278,007 $4,014,804 $4,670,892 N n/a n/a
Nov Oct $3,589,116 $3,702,556 $3,476,544, S0 n/a n/a
Dec Nov $3,210,387 $3,262,427 $2,663,371 S0 n/a n/a
$50,000,000  $100,000,000 Dec $3,173,337 $3,496,696 $7,432,985 $0 n/a n/a
YTD $32,716,684 $26,305,044 $27,660,726 $23,482,804 -15.10% -28.22%
Total $47,967,531 $40,781,527 $45,904,519 $23,482,804 -48.84% -51.04%
The Town adopted an ordinance April 9, 2013 (effective October 15, 2013) to discourage the use of disposable bags,
achieving a goal of the SustainableBreck Plan. The $.10 fee applies to most plastic and paper bags given out at retail and
grocery stores in Breckenridge. The program is intended to encourage the use of reusable bags and discourage the use
of disposable bags, thereby furthering the Town’s sustainability efforts. Revenues from the fee are used to provide
public information about the program and promote the use of reusable bags.
# of Disposable Bags Reported by Month 500,000
150,000 400,000
100,000 300,000
m 2022
200,000
50,000 m 2023
100,000
0
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov 2022 2023 0
27,474 | 7,694 | -15,036 | 9,179 | 0 | 0 | 46,124 | 0 | 0 | 0 ” [ [Total | 471,266 317,062
Bag Fees Remitted by Month
Net of Retained Percentage*
m 2022
$0 m 2023
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

*As of May 4th 2023 a change has taken into effect and retailers are permitted to retain 40% of the fee (up to a maximum of
$1000/month through October 31, 2014; changing to a maximum of $100/month beginning November 1, 2014) in order to offset
expenses incurred related to the program. The retained percent may be used by the retail store to provide educational information to
customers; provide required signage; train staff; alter infrastructure; fee administration; develop/display informational signage;
encourage the use of reusable bags or promote recycling of disposable bags; and improve infrastructure to increase disposable bag
recycling.Filing changed to quarterlty as of May 2023.
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New Items of Note:

‘rriii[rfnlll

$500,000  $1,000,000  $1,500,000

m2023
=2022

® Revenue September YTD is ahead of the budget by $.8M and below the prior year by $.5M.
® Single Family sales account for the majority of the sales (28.97%), with Timeshare sales in the second position of highest sales (25.80%)
subject to the tax. Timeshare sales are lower YTD by -1.62% and Single Family sales are lower YTD by -23.30%. Condominuim activity is

representing 23.81% of the activity.
® September 2023 churn was 54.16% below September 2022.
Continuing Items of Note:
® 2023 Real Estate Transfer Tax budget is based upon a 5 year historical budget phasing.

Total RETT

2019 2021 2022 2023 % change 2023 budget +/- Budget

Jan $536,802 $394,201 $328,719 $366,761 11.57% $298,205 $68,556
Feb $441,411 $493,987 $512,843 $445,546 -13.12% $342,714 $102,832
Mar $454,470 $813,726 $551,693 $431,380 -21.81% $382,978 $48,402
Apr $674,070 $946,247 $627,842 $456,127 -27.35% $433,275 $22,852
May $781,528 $743,447 $851,657 $478,584 -43.81% $454,505 $24,079
Jun $480,111 $1,052,494 $495,925 $278,784 -43.79% $386,322 -$107,538
Jul $510,302 $841,992 $765,641 $617,133 -19.40% $441,027 $176,106
Aug $784,245 $1,024,008 $484,573 $574,378 18.53%! $558,753 $15,625
Sep $684,950 $1,027,878 $742,908 $1,139,485 53.38% $674,590 $464,895
Oct $561,093 $2,446,257 $732,723 $0 n/a $748,951 n/a
Nov $604,298 $579,469 $384,336 S0 n/a $365,827 n/a
Dec $653,338 $674,950 $393,620 S0 n/a $318,136 n/a
YTD| $5,347,889 $7,337,981 $5,361,801 $4,788,179 -10.70% $3,972,369 $815,810

Total| $7,166,618 | $11,038,657 $6,872,481 $4,788,179 $5,405,283

Vacant Land

Townhome

single Family

Timeshare

Condominium

Commercial .

0 1000000

2000000

$10,000,000

2023
Y1D

2022
YTD

by Category

Real Estate Transfer Tax

$0

$5,000,000

s

Description 2022 YTD 2023 YTD $ change % change % of Total
Commercial $ 481,800 | $ 539,800 | $ 58,000 12.04% 11.27%
Condominium S 1,217,765 | $ 1,115,258 | $ (102,506) -8.42% 23.29%
Timeshare $ 1,228,061 | $ 1,208,218 | $ (19,843) -1.62% 25.23%
Single Family S 1,769,156 | $ 1,356,915 | $ (412,241) -23.30% 28.34%
Townhome $ 505,280 | $ 459,624 | $ (45,656) -9.04% 9.60%
Vacant Land S 149,364 | $ 108,349 | $ (41,016) -27.46% 2.26%
Total S 5,351,426 | $ 4,788,179 | $ (563,247) -10.53% 100.00%
YTD Churn Analysis
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug
2022 /YTD m 2023 YTD
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TAXES DUE - SALES, ACCOMMODATIONS, AND MARIJUANA TAXES

Tax Due by Industry-YTD

2022 2022/2023  2022/2023 2023
Description YTD 2019 YTD 2021 YTD 2022 % of Total YTD 2023 $ Change % Change % of Total
Retail $4,844,158 $6,524,211 $6,822,960 18.84% $6,945,737 $122,777 1.80% 19.07%
Weedtail $805,008 $956,068 $829,035 2.29% $647,952 ($181,083) -21.84% 1.78%
Restaurant / Bar $4,765,612 $4,904,641 $6,130,110 16.93%  $6,406,046 $275,936 4.50% 17.59%
Short-Term Lodging $10,103,457  $14,615,132 $17,396,189 48.04%  $17,146,920 ($249,270) -1.43% 47.08%
Grocery / Liquor $2,132,600 $2,299,225 $2,557,530 7.06% $2,788,274 $230,744 9.02% 7.66%)
Construction $1,449,349 $1,165,313 $1,225,370 3.38% $1,089,465 ($135,905) -11.09% 2.99%
Utility $935,294 $1,040,063 $1,171,988 3.24% $1,298,661 $126,673 10.81% 3.57%)
Other* $61,917 $79,654 $76,729 0.21% $100,182 $23,453 30.57% 0.28%
Total $25,097,396  $31,584,307 $36,209,911 100.00%  $36,423,237 $213,325 0.59%  100.00%|

* Other includes activities in Automobiles and Undefined Sales.

Utilit "
3%y YTD 2022 Ot(:\;r* Construction Utility YTD 2023
Construction 3% 0%
4% Retail
19% Grocery / 19%
Grocery / Liquor
Liquor 8%
7% Weedtail Weedtail
2% 2%
Restaurant / Restaurant /
Bar Bar
17% 18%
Short-Term Short-Term
Lodging Lodging
48% 47%

$18,000,000

$16,000,000
$14,000,000
$12,000,000

$10,000,000

$8,000,000 " YTD 2019

$6,000,000 ®YTD 2021

$4,000,000 ®YTD 2022

$2,000,000 mYTD 2023
S0

Retail Weedstail Restaurant/  Short-Term Grocery/  Construction Utility Other*
Bar Lodging Liquor

Items of Note:
e The general sales tax rate includes the 2.5% Town sales tax + 1.93% County sales tax distributed to the Town.

® The Short -Term Lodging sector includes an additional 3.4% accommodation tax.

e Weedtail includes an additional 5% marijuana tax (recreational and medical). The 1.5% distribution from the State is
also included in this category. While the State distribution is only due on recreational sales, the majority of weedtail
sales are recreational and the distribution has been applied to the entire sector.

e Report assumptions include: applying tax specific to a sector to the entire sector, as well as assuming the same tax
base across the State, County, and Town taxes due. As a result, the numbers indicated above are a rough picture of
taxes due to the Town and not an exact representation. Additionally, the data is representative of taxes due to the
Town and not necessarily taxes collected year to date.
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New Items of Note:

e Starting in March 2019, the Finance Department has split the Retail sector into two
categories, In-Town Retail sales and Out-of-Town Retail sales. In-Town Retail sales comprise
businesses that are in Town limits, the sector had an overall decrease of 2.39% in July 2023 as
compared to 2022. The Out-of-Town Retail Sales had a overall decrease in sales of 8.23% for
July 2023 compared to 2022.

Jan % change % change
Feb 2019 2021 2022 2023 from PY from 21
Mar Jan $13,874,223]  $14,077,047]  $18,209,812]  $19,136,159 5.09% 35.94%
Apr Feb|  $13,755,726]  $14,977,120]  $19,537,129]  $19,070,261 -2.39% 27.33%
Mar|  $16,005,640]  $17,824,060]  $21,859,476]  $22,247,601 1.78% 24.82%
May B 2023 [~ Apr 45,471,956 $7,661,522 $8,025,948 $8,054,375 0.35% 5.13%
June 2022 || May $2,941,690 $4,165,067 $3,833,477 $3,866,908 0.87% -7.16%
Jul Jun $5,600,801 $8,290,729 $7,392,614 $7,091,057 -4.08% -14.47%
Aug 2021 | g $9,136,287|  $12,135,190]  $11,603,472]  $11,436,831 -1.44% -5.75%
Sep m2019 || Aug $7,911,724 $9,492,636 $9,144,401 $8,925,571 -2.39% -5.97%
oct Sep $6,331,984 $7,854,505 $8,124,374 $0 n/a n/a
Oct $4,203,590 $6,429,451 $6,771,369 $0 n/a n/a
Nov Nov $6,421,375 $8,605,141 $7,965,280 $0 n/a n/a
Dec Dec| 16,462,608  $21,087,906]  $20,713,114 $0 n/a n/a
$100,000,000 $200,000,000 YTD| $75,598,047 | $88,623,380 $99,606,330 |  $99,828,764 0.22% 12.64%
Total| $109,017,604 | $132,600,382 | $143,180,467 |  $99,828,764
Jan
Feb 2019 2021 2022 2023 % change % change
Mar Jan $5,730,233 $4,246,915 $6,115,639 $6,025,672 -1.47% 41.88%
Apr Feb $3,611,610 $4,280,972 $5,237,879 $5,985,815 14.28% 39.82%
May 2023 Mar $4,774,174 $8,092,925 $9,324,901 $9,302,284 -0.24% 14.94%
June Apr $3,227,555 $6,274,043 $6,366,240 $6,161,884 -3.21% -1.79%
o 2022 May $3,338,310 45,827,445 $5,294,164 $5,349,212 1.04% -8.21%
A m2021 Jun $5,188,579 $8,725,438 $8,948,268 $9,118,446 1.90% 4.50%
ue 2019 Jul $3,682,911 $6,029,427 $6,295,440 $6,366,773 1.13% 5.59%
Sep Aug $4,131,770|  $15,140,280 $6,785,960 $6,227,616 -8.23% -58.87%
Oct Sep $6,699,636 $8,914,836]  $10,661,665 $0 n/a n/a
Nov Oct $3,969,423 $5,356,918 $8,392,069 $0 n/a n/a
Dec Nov $4,553,354 $6,651,592 $7,646,662 $0 n/a n/a
$50,000,000 $100,000,000 Dec $9,385,669|  $11,304,902|  $12,971,375 $0 n/a n/a
YTD| $33,685142 | $58617,445 | $54,368,492 | $54,537,700 0.31% -6.96%
Total| $58,293,224 | $90,845,694 |  $94,040,263 |  $54,537,700
June Trending Retail Sales
e | TOWN
Retail
e O ut Of
Town
Retail
2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
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ALL
REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE SUMMARY
INCLUDES TRANSFERS AND FULL APPROPRIATIONS OF FUND BALANCES
YTD
BUDGET ACTUAL BUDGET ACTUAL vs
FY23 FY23 YTD FY23 YTD BUDGET VARIANCE EXPLANATION
FY23 YTD
FUND BALANCE, JANUARY 1, 2023 $ 255,492,157 $  255492,157 $ 255,492,157
REVENUE SUMMARY
GENERAL GOVERNMENT (GF) $ 24,009,281 $ 19,042,604 $ 18,018,757 S 1,023,847 FAVORABLE PROPERTY TAX: $899K; INVESTMENT INCOME $501K
FINANCE (GF) $ 33,000 $ 14,086 $ 24,750 | $ (10,664)
PUBLIC SAFETY (GF) $ 81,350 $ 48359 $ 71,755 | § (23,396)
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT (GF) $ 1,102,253 $ 1,033,904 $ 903,101 | $ 130,803
PUBLIC WORKS (GF) $ 797,316 $ 966,145 $ 677,767 | $ 288,378 BEAR PROOF TRASH CANS GRANT: $159K; INSURANCE RECOVERIES: $122K
RECREATION (GF) $ 3,755,984 $ 3,699,808 $ 2,803,405 | $ 896,403 INCREASED PARTICIPATION
UTILITY FUND $ 9,813,588 $ 8,443,598 $ 6,621,345 | $ 1,822,253 FAVORABLE INVESTMENT INCOME: $1.25M; HOUSING ALLOCATION: $357K
CAPITAL FUND $ 11,674,712 $ 9,137,123 $ 9,022,169 | $ 114,954 FAVORABLE INVESTMENT INCOME: $533K; MCAIN ROYALTIES: $102K. TRANSFER FROM CHILDCARE NOT OCCURING ($656K)
MARKETING FUND $ 4,588,917 $ 4,005,933 $ 3,441,555 | § 564,378 FAVORABLE ACCOMODATION TAX: BUDGET PHASING
GOLF COURSE FUND $ 3,875,671 $ 4,233,377 $ 3,635,557 | $ 597,820 FAVORABLE GREEN FEES: $310K; INVESTMENT INCOME: $210K
EXCISE TAX FUND $ 48,783,990 $ 38,506,458 $ 34,586,473 | $ 3,919,985 FAVORABLE SALES TAX: $4.3M, RETT: $815K
HOUSING FUND $ 27,151,777 $ 22201461 $ 20,352,054 | $ 1,749,407 FAVORABLE SCG HOUSING HELPS PAYMENT: $526K; RENTAL INCOME: $126K; SALES TAX: $117K; SALE 301 N.FRENCH: $261K; INV. INCOME: $655K
OPEN SPACE ACQUISITION FUND S 3,609,967 $ 3,567,382 $ 2,677,365 | $ 890,017 FAVORABLE SALES TAX: $669K; INVESTMENT INCOME: $201K
CONSERVATION TRUST FUND S 55,000 S 50,273 $ 41,250 | 9,023
GARAGE SERVICES FUND $ 7,105,991 $ 5,796,526 $ 5,955,799 | $ (159,273) REDUCED GRANT REVENUE - BUSES
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY FUND $ 1,661,777 $ 1,271,779 $ 1,246,284 | $ 25,495
FACILITIES MAINTENANCE FUND $ 1,117,311 S 979,909 $ 837,927 | $ 141,982
SPECIAL PROJECTS FUND $ 4,741,263 $ 3,689,830 $ 3,555,801 | $ 134,029 TRANSFER FROM OPEN SACE $100K
MARIUANA FUND $ 650,000 $ 450,249 $ 487,574 | $ (37,325)
CEMETERY FUND $ 15,605 $ 31,719 $ 11,700 | $ 20,019
CHILD CARE FUND S 2,034,000 S 1,756,967 $ 1,540,446 | $ 216,521 BGV CONTRIBUTION: $100K; INVESTMENT INCOME: $96K
PARKING & TRANSPORTATION FUND $ 8,380,158 S 8,993,769 $ 6,402,581 | $ 2,591,188 PARKING: $737K; PARKING CITATIONS: $598K; LIFT TICKET TAX: $1.16M
HEALTH BENEFITS FUND $ 5,235,499 $ 4,069,591 $ 3,939,537 | $ 130,054 FAVORABLE STOP LOSS
SUSTAINABILITY FUND $ 2,927,921 $ 2,302,399 $ 2,187,515 | $ 114,884 RENEWAL ENERGY FOR SOLAR NOT BUDGETED
ACCOMMODATION UNIT COMPLIANCE FUND $ 7,720,004 $ 7,242,318 $ 7,720,004 | $ (477,686) REDUCED LICENSE RENEWALS; 2022 AUDIT ADJUSTMENT
TOTAL REVENUES $ 180,922,335 $ 151,435568 $ 136,762,471 | $ 14,673,097
EXPENDITURES BY CATEGORY
PERSONNEL $ 34,804,395 $ 24741060 $ 26,784,785 | $ 2,043,725
MATERIALS & SUPPLIES $ 3,649,489 $ 3,005,876 $ 2,862,194 | § (143,682)
CHARGES FOR SERVICES $ 34,728,757 $ 24088505 $ 27,400,843 | $ 3,312,338
MINOR CAPITAL $ 61,004,259 $ 36215119 $ 44,689,665 | $ 8,474,546
FIXED CHARGES $ 711,219 $ 940,515 $ 691,464 | $ (249,051)
DEBT SERVICES $ 7,301,112 $ 2,031,679 $ 3,902,335 | § 1,870,656
GRANTS/CONTINGENCIES $ 4,308,851 $ 4,026,797 $ 3,931,879 | § (94,918)
ALLOCATION $ 6,963,699 $ 5,222,774 $ 5,222,565 | $ (209),
TRANSFERS $ 56,753,535 $ 45125107 $ 44,924,854 | S (200,253)
TOTAL EXPENDITURES BY CATEGORY $ 210,225,316 $ 145397,432 $ 160,410,584 | $ 15,013,152
EXPENDITURES BY PROGRAM
GENERAL GOVERNMENT (GF) $ 6,484,981 $ 4,349,681 $ 4,697,283 | $ 347,602 REDUCED LEGAL: $62K; REDUCED COMPENSATION: $86K (NEW HIRE; MERIT TIMING)
FINANCE (GF) $ 1,473,373 $ 957,815 $ 1,130,643 | $ 172,828 REDUCED COMPENSATION: $101K (NEW HIRE;MERIT TIMING); OTHER EXPENSE BUDGET PHASING
PUBLIC SAFETY (GF) $ 5,090,492 $ 3,486,802 $ 3,662,599 | $ 175,797 CAPITAL SPEND MESSAGE TRAILERS 165K
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT (GF) $ 2,272,231 $ 1,579,860 $ 1,757,663 | $ 177,803 REDUCED COMPENSATION: $123K (1 UNDERSTAFFED IN SEPTEMBER; MERIT TIMING); OTHER EXPENSE BUDGET PHASING
PUBLIC WORKS (GF) $ 10,709,357 $ 6,860,406 $ 8,164,698 | $ 1,304,292 REDUCED COMPENSATION: $568K (3.9 UNDERSTAFF IN SEPTEMBER; MERIT TIMING); OTHER EXPENSE BUDGET PHASING
RECREATION (GF) $ 8,357,035 $ 5,641,688 $ 6,402,498 | $ 760,810 REDUCED COMPENSATION: $100K (MERIT TIMING);OTHER EXPENSE BUDGET PHASING
UTILITY FUND $ 11,357,465 $ 6,822,718 $ 8,940,184 | $ 2,117,466 REDUCED CAPITAL PROJECT SPEND: BUDGET PHASING
CAPITAL FUND $ 26,533,443 $ 10,525,496 $ 18,124,146 | $ 7,598,650 PROJECTS DELAY; PROJECT DEFERRAL TO 2024
MARKETING FUND $ 4,835,755 $ 3,994,671 $ 4,020,125 | $ 25,454
GOLF COURSE FUND $ 3,533,097 $ 3,162,428 $ 2,922,950 | § (239,478) PRO SHOP MERCHANDISE; IRRIGATION PROJECT: BUDGET PHASING
EXCISE TAX FUND $ 42,829,884 $ 34243047 $ 34255892 ($ 12,845
HOUSING FUND $ 35,088,834 $ 26461826 $  26371,836 | $ (89,990)
OPEN SPACE ACQUISITION FUND $ 6,386,881 $ 4,907,586 $ 5,479,855 | § 572,269 REDUCED COMPENSATION: $62K: MERIT TIMING; TRANSFER TO CAPITAL $100K, SPECIAL PROJECTS $100K
CONSERVATION TRUST FUND $ 55,000 $ 41,250 $ 41,247 | $ (3)
GARAGE SERVICES FUND $ 6,894,972 $ 4,941,588 $ 5,818,540 | $ 876,952 REDUCED CAPITAL EXPENSE - BUSES
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY FUND $ 1,535,003 $ 853,244 S 1,158,389 | $ 305,145 COMPUTER SUPPORT BUDGET PHASING
FACILITIES MAINTENANCE FUND $ 821,976 $ 143,308 $ 617,414 | $ 474,106
SPECIAL PROJECTS FUND $ 4,698,763 $ 4,691,463 $ 4,127,754 | $ (563,709), BRECKENRIDGE HISTORY (BUDGET PHASING); GRANT SUMMIT RESCUE $100K
MARIJUANA FUND $ 909,292 $ 616,678 $ 686,087 | $ 69,409 REDUCED COMPENSATION: $78K (1 UNDERSTAFFED SINCE MARCH)
CEMETERY FUND $ 18,586 $ 79 S 13,964 | S 13,885
CHILD CARE FUND $ 1,904,644 $ 468,890 $ 1,449,828 | $ 980,938 TIMBERLINE EXPANSION DELAYED ($358K); YTD CHILDCARE DESIGN TRANSFER REVERSAL
PARKING & TRANSPORTATION FUND $ 14,087,778 $ 9,750,338 $ 9,694,435 | § (55,903), UTILITIES $272K; CREDIT CARD $146K
HEALTH BENEFITS FUND $ 4,500,000 $ 3,685,157 $ 3,435,540 | $ (249,617) UMR PAYMENTS: BUDGET PHASING
SUSTAINABILITY FUND $ 2,927,776 $ 2,022,586 $ 2,207,328 | $ 184,742
ACCOMMODATION UNIT COMPLIANCE FUND $ 6,918,698 $ 5,188,826 $ 5,229,686 | $ 40,860
TOTAL EXPENDITURES BY PROGRAM $ 210,225,316 $ 145397,432 $ 160,410,584 | $ 15,013,152
PROJECTED FUND BALANCE DECEMBER 31, 2022 § 226,189,176 § 261,530,293 $ 231,844,044
RESTRICTIONS $ 161,367,486 $ 161,367,486 $ 161,367,486




2023 BUDGET WALKTHROUGH
REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE SUMMARY
INCLUDES TRANSFERS AND FULL APPROPRIATIONS OF FUND BALANCES

0€e

OCTOBER NOVEMBER FEBRUARY REVISED JuLY REVISED
BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET 2023 BUDGET 2023
RETREAT CHANGES RESOLUTION APPROPRIATION BUDGET APPROPRIATION BUDGET
FUND BALANCE, JANUARY 1, 2023 $ 259,179,822 $ (15,744,520)| $ 243,435,302 $ - $ 253,807,962 $ - $ 253,807,962
REVENUE BY FUND
GENERAL FUND S 29,779,984 s - S 29,779,984 3 - S 29,779,984 s (800) $ 29,779,184
UTILITY FUND S 16,274,088 3 - S 16,274,088 S (549,193) $ 15,724,895 3 (5911,307) $ 9,813,588
CAPITAL FUND $ 16,230,000 $ - $ 16,230,000 S (4,554,488) S 11,675,512 $ (800) $ 11,674,712
MARKETING FUND S 4,588,917 $ - S 4,588,917 S - S 4,588,917 $ - S 4,588,917
GOLF COURSE FUND S 3,875,671 $ - S 3875671 S - S 3875671 $ - S 3875671
EXCISE TAX FUND $ 45,383,990 $ - S 45,383,990 S 3,015,000 $ 48,398,990 $ 385,000 S 48,783,990
HOUSING FUND S 16,764,273 S 8,362,188 S 25,126,461 S 2,025,316 S 27,151,777 $ - S 27,151,777
OPEN SPACE ACQUISITION FUND S 3,609,967 - S 3,609,967 S - S 3,609,967 3 - S 3,609,967
CONSERVATION TRUST FUND 3 55,000 s - s 55,000 S - s 55,000 3 - s 55,000
GARAGE SERVICES FUND $ 7,105,991 3 - S 705991 S - S 7,05991 3 - S 705991
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY FUND S 1,661,777 3 (599) $ 1,661,178 S 599 S 1,661,777 3 - S 1,661,777
FACILITIES MAINTENANCE FUND 3 939,058 3 - s 939,058 S 178,253 $ 1,117,311 3 - s 1,117,311
SPECIAL PROJECTS FUND $ 3,595,000 3 - S 3,595,000 S 1,146,263 S 4,741,263 3 - S 4,741,263
MARIJUANA FUND 3 650,000 3 - s 650,000 S - s 650,000 3 - s 650,000
CEMETERY FUND 3 15,605 3 - s 15,605 S - s 15,605 3 - s 15,605
CHILD CARE FUND S 1,974,000 $ 60,000 $ 2,034,000 S - S 2,034,000 $ - S 2,034,000
PARKING & TRANSPORTATION FUND S 8,865,158 $ - S 8865158 S (485,000) $ 8,380,158 $ - S 8,380,158
HEALTH BENEFITS FUND S 5,279,675 $ - S 5279675 S (44,176) S 5,235,499 $ - S 5235499
SUSTAINABILITY FUND 3 = $ - s - S 2,927,921 $ 2,927,921 $ - S 2927921
ACCOMMODATION UNIT COMPLIANCE FUND S 7,353,612 $ - S 7,353,612 S 366,392 S 7,720,004 3 - S 7,720,004
TOTAL REVENUE BY PROGRAM $ 174,001,766 $ 8,421,589 $ 182,423,355 $ 4,026,387 $ 186,450,242 $ (5,527,907) $ 180,922,335
EXPENDITURES BY CATEGORY
PERSONNEL $ 33,549,006 s - S 33,549,006 3 1,255,389 S 34,804,395 s - S 34,804,395
MATERIALS & SUPPLIES S 3,649,489 $ - S 3,649,489 S - S 3,649,489 $ 250,000 $ 3,899,489
CHARGES FOR SERVICES S 28,090,918 $ 2,293,200 $ 30,384,118 S 4,286,628 S 34,670,746 $ 58,011 S 34,728,757
MINOR CAPITAL S 63,737,927 $ (12,524,781) S 51,213,146 S 3,196,665 S 54,409,811 $ 6,344,448 S 60,754,259
FIXED CHARGES 3 801,442 $ - s 801,442 S (90,223) $ 711,219 $ - s 711,219
DEBT SERVICES S 9,418,493 $ 750 $ 9,419,243 S (2,118,131) $ 7,301,112 $ - S 7,301,112
GRANTS/CONTINGENCIES S 3,504,189 $ - S 3,504,189 S 204,662 $ 3,708,851 $ 600,000 $ 4,308,851
ALLOCATION S 6,807,830 $ - S 6,807,830 S 155,869 $ 6,963,699 $ - S 6,963,699
TRANSFERS S 48,191,951 S 8,362,188 S 56,554,139 S 149,396 $ 56,703,535 $ 50,000 $ 56,753,535
TOTAL EXPENDITURES BY CATEGORY $ 197,751,245 $ (1,868,643) $ 195,882,603 $ 7,040,255 $ 202,922,856 $ 7,302,459 $ 210,225,316
EXPENDITURES BY PROGRAM
GENERAL FUND $ 32,501,216 s - S 32,501,216 3 988,241 $ 33,489,457 $ 891,262 S 34,380,719
UTILITY FUND $ 13,203,020 3 - S 13,203,020 S (1,845,555) $ 11,357,465 $ - S 11,357,465
CAPITAL FUND S 20,771,483 3 - S 20,771,483 S 5,549,012 $ 26,320,495 $ 212,948 S 26,533,443
MARKETING FUND S 4,835,755 3 - S 4835755 S - S 4835755 3 - S 4835755
GOLF COURSE FUND S 3,268,503 3 - S 3,268,503 S 264,594 $ 3,533,097 $ - S 3,533,097
EXCISE TAX FUND $ 36,500,775 S 8,362,188 S 44,862,963 S (2,033,079) $ 42,829,884 $ - S 42,829,834
HOUSING FUND S 43,941,076 $ (10,216,968) S 33,724,108 S 1,354,726 S 35,078,834 $ 10,000 $ 35,088,834
OPEN SPACE ACQUISITION FUND S 2,672,155 $ - S 2,672,155 S 52,226 $ 2,724,381 $ 3,669,250 S 6,393,631
CONSERVATION TRUST FUND 3 55,000 $ - s 55,000 S - s 55,000 3 - s 55,000
GARAGE SERVICES FUND S 4,339,486 $ - S 4339486 S 36,486 S 4,375,972 $ 2,519,000 S 6,894,972
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY FUND S 1,521,454 $ - S 1,521,454 S 13,549 $ 1,535,003 3 - S 1,535,003
FACILITIES MAINTENANCE FUND 3 818,164 $ - s 818,164 S 3,812 $ 821,976 $ - s 821,976
SPECIAL PROJECTS FUND $ 3,540,000 $ 12,500 $ 3,552,500 S 1,146,263 S 4,698,763 $ - S 4,698,763
MARIJUANA FUND 3 908,311 $ - s 908,311 S 981 S 909,292 $ - s 909,292
CEMETERY FUND 3 18,500 $ - s 18,500 S 86 S 18,586 $ - s 18,586
CHILD CARE FUND S 1,924,843 3 (26,364) S 1,898,479 S 6,165 S 1,904,644 3 - S 1,904,644
PARKING & TRANSPORTATION FUND S 15,077,892 3 - S 15,077,892 S (990,114) $ 14,087,778 3 - S 14,087,778
HEALTH BENEFITS FUND S 4,500,000 3 - S 4,500,000 S - S 4,500,000 3 - S 4,500,000
SUSTAINABILITY FUND 3 = $ - s - S 2,927,776 'S 2,927,776 $ - S 2,927,776
ACCOMMODATION UNIT COMPLIANCE FUND S 7,353,612 3 - S 7,353,612 S (434,914) $ 6,918,698 3 - S 6918698
TOTAL EXPENDITURES BY PROGRAM $ 197,751,245 $ (1,868,644) $ 195,882,601 $ 7,040,255 $ 202,922,856 $ 7,302,460 $ 210,225,316
PROJECTED FUND BALANCE DECEMBER 31, 2023 $ 235,430,343 [S (5454,288)] S 229,976,056 | [3 (3,013,368] S 237,335,348 s [12,830,367) S 224,504,981 |
RESTRICTIONS $ 162,534,319 S (7,867,270) S 154,667,049 5 6,700,437 $ 161,367,486 3 - $ 161,367,486
NET FUND BALANCE S 72,896,024 $ 2,412,982 $ 75,309,007 $ (9,713,805) $ 75,967,862 $ (12,830,367) $ 63,137,495
FTYR FTE 214.32 0 214.32 0 214.32 0 214.32
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Memo BRECKENRIDGE
To: Breckenridge Town Council
From: Dana Laverdiere, Director Human Resources
Date: 10/18/2023
Subject: Town of Breckenridge Staffing Analytics

Introduction: The below information is Q3 2023 data that measures the Town of
Breckenridge’s ability to attract and retain FTYR talent.

Information: Town of Breckenridge FTYR turnover in the second quarter of 2023 was
7.7%, and it dropped significantly to 2.5% in Q3. Last year at this time the Town had
7 employees separate employment in Q3. This year there are 5 employees during the

same period.
2023 FTYR Separation Data
Q3 2022 Q4 2022 Q1 2023 Q2 2023 Q32023
Voluntary | Involuntary | Voluntary | Involuntary | Voluntary | Involuntary | Voluntary | Involuntary | Voluntary | Involuntary
7 0 5 1 6 0 15 0 2 3
3.9% 3.4% 3.08% 7.7% 2.5%

Turnover by Department

01 2023 Q2 2023 Q3 2023
Turnover | Turnover Rate | Turnover | Turnover Rate Turnover Turnover Rate
Public Works 3 3.4% 7 8.1% 2 2.2%
Police 1 4.1% 2 8% 1 3.8%
Recreation 1 2.6% 4 10% 1 2.8%
Comm Dev 1 5.9% 1 5.9% 0 0%
Municipal Services | 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Finance 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Human Resources | 0 0% 0 0% 1 25%
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Total Historical Turnover

Historical Turnover
2017 - 2023

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

Town of Breckenridge rolling 12-month total turnover is trending at 13.13%. Total turnover
is continuing to decline. The national average turnover rate among all industries in the US
is 17.3%, so the Town is trending lower than the national average. The Town has been
improving turnover since the highest rate in 2021.

. Separation Reasons

Separation Reason

Involuntary - Performance I
Vol-Return to School |
Retirement I
Vol - Other N
Vol - Relocation NN
Vol - Personal Reasons I e ——

Vol - Other Employment |
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14 16
B Separation Reason Q2 2022 W Separation Reason Q3 2022 m Separation Reason Q4 2022

B Separation Reason Q1 2023 W Separation Reason Q2 2023 M Separation Reason Q3 2023

This graph looks at the separation reasons for Q2 2022 through Q3 2023
In Q3 2023, one employee relocated for other employment, one left for other employment in
the county and three were invountarily separated.
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Age of Employees Separating in 2023

Age of EE Leaving in 2023

15

10

5

14-19 20-29 30-39 4049 50-59 60-69 70-79

Our highest turnover is among employees 30-39 years old. This has been consistent
since 2022 when we started measuring this data.

Application Volume to date

Total Applications by Quarter
h Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 TOTAL
2019 | 515 522 422 401 1860
2020 | 450 174 374 128 1126
2021 | 485 437 323 254 1499
2022 | 436 376 368 332 1512
2023 | 495 402 396 1293

The Town has had a total of 1293 applicants for all positions so far this year, including
full-time positions, part-time positions, and seasonal positions. The Town is not quite at
the 2019 applicant volume levels, however trending positive.

Additional Recruitment Data

Promotions from PT/Seas to FTYR
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4

2023| 6 4 6

Promotions from FTYR to FTYR

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4
| 2023| 5 9 4
FTYR Rehires
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4
| 2023| 1 7 1
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Total Number of FTYR Hires
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4

2022 12 11 12 9
2023 19 15 13*

*1 Rehired, 6 Promotions, 6 New Employees

This data highlights the Town'’s ability to hire and promote within. The Town typically has a
strong succession plan for many positions in the organization. This is indicated by 34
promotions in 2023, including part time or seasonal to a full-time year-round position, or a
promotion from a full-time position into a new full-time position.

As mentioned in last quarter’s report, the Town believes another great data point is our
“boomerang” employees. Those that have left the Town for a period of time and have
decided to return to employment. We added one rehire in Q3 bringing our total boomerang
employees to 9 in 2023.

Vacancy
Our vacancy rate dropped from 7.5% to 5.7% in Q3, 2023. There were 12 FTYR
vacancies in the July to September 2023 timeframe, equaling a 5.7% vacancy rate.

Summary

In summary, the Town stays focused on only hiring the best and most qualified
candidates, and retaining current employees through competitive pay, competitive
benefits, housing options, and leadership.

Staff will be available during the work session to answer any questions.

® Page 4
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Memo

To: Town Council Members

From: Shannon Haynes, Deputy Town Manager
Date: 10/17/2023 (for the October 24" meeting)
Subject: BTO Contract Discussion

Overview

The current contract between the Town of Breckenridge and the Breckenridge Tourism Office (BTO)
will expire on December 31, 2023. During the Council work session on October 24", Town and BTO
staff will join Council to discuss the 2024 contract renewal, to include the scope of work and provisions
to be included for the next contract term.

Existing contract provisions

The BTO provides marketing, promaotional, advertising, events, and other related services to
benefit the entire Breckenridge community.

The current scope of services includes:

e Provide marketing services to promote and market the Town as a year-round resort
community.

e Invarious BTO marketing and sales channels, BTO will provide, at no charge, opportunities
for the promotion of Town services and facilities related to the year-round visitor, as well as
for non-visitor (local resident) related promotions.

0 Materials and information to be used in marketing are created at the Town'’s expense.

The existing contract highlights sustainability and requires the BTO to promote activities and
marketing practices that are “environmentally friendly” and help to reduce negative impacts on the
environment. The BTO also commits to conduct events that utilize Town funds in a manner that
reduces negative impacts to the environment, to the extent practical.

BTO efforts have previously been outlined via the Marketing Plan.

Updated contract provisions include:

¢ Highlighting destination management services that include guest service training,
employee orientation sessions, initiatives to support the Town'’s diversity, equity and
inclusion (DEI) goals, marketing research and forecasting, responsible tourism
messaging and programs, and support of Town’s sustainability policies and programs.

e Contract funding supports the BTO Business Plan, which will be adopted as part of the
Town budget, and the BTO Marketing Plan, which is a subset of the BTO Business Plan.

e The BTO is no longer receiving funding from the Breckenridge Ski Resort for winter
marketing and that reference has been removed from the updated contract.

e Requires the BTO to follow Town recommendations related to sustainability efforts at all
BTO events and further requires BTO promotion of education around plastics pollution
regulations and assisting with and promoting the Town’s water conservation campaign.

e BTO efforts will be outlined in the BTO Business Plan, included with the annual budget
submittal and the Marketing Plan. Both documents will be attached as exhibits to the final
agreement.

e Given the continued uncertainty in the visitation landscape and potential changes within
the BTO, staff recommends a contract term of three years (2024-2026). The previous
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contract term was five years (2019-2023).

Feedback from Council
e Would Council like to modify, add to, or eliminate any of the provisions included in the
scope of work?
e Does the Council support a three-year contract term?

BTO representatives and Town staff will be available at the October 24 work session to answer
any questions.

® Page 2
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Memo

To: Breckenridge Town Council Members

From: Laurie Best, Housing Manager and Melanie Leas, Development Manager
Date: 10/18/2023 (for worksession 10/24/2023)

Subject: Block 11- Future Development Plan for the Next Local Neighborhood

Most of the housing projects we've been working on over the past few years have recently been
completed or will be wrapping up soon. This includes the Alta Verde Phase 1 Apartments (80
apartments), Ullr Apartments (27 apartments), and the Justice Center (52 apartments). Other on-going
projects including Alta Verde 2 (172 apartments) and Stables Village (61 missing middle home-ownership
units) are proceeding in accordance with approved plans and will be delivering homes in 2024 and 2025.
Staff has begun preliminary discussions regarding the future development of the balance of the Town-
owned Block 11 property which was identified in the 2022 Housing Blueprint as the next local
neighborhood. Because this may be one of the last large development opportunities, it is critical to create
a plan that meets the community’s needs and aligns with other Town priorities, including sustainability,
transit, social equity, etc.

To kick off this pre-development planning phase we’'ve scheduled this worksession on 10/24/2023 to
discuss project goals and opportunities for this next neighborhood. We've also engaged Norris Design
for early design service to provide approximate unit counts and a very preliminary site configuration.
These are starting points and we assume they will evolve over time as we proceed into the planning
process. During the worksession we look forward to Council feedback on project goals and expectations,
and on the next steps as we proceed with initial planning.

Background;

The Town acquired the Block 11 property in 2003. The northern portion was conveyed to Colorado
Mountain College, and the Police Station and Timberline Learning Center were subsequently constructed
by the Town on the southern portion of the property. A Master Plan was approved in 2006 to allow a
variety of housing types up to 20 UPA, pursuant to specific design standards. The Master Plan anticipated
that the ultimate buildout would range from 210 homes on the low end up to 400 homes at maximum
density. To date, 169 homes have been completed (Valley Brook Neighborhood, Denison Commons,
Blue 52, COTO Flats, and Ullr). Per the Master Plan this leaves 41 to 231 additional homes to be
developed on the remaining site which is approximately 19.2 acres.

Goals and Expectations:

Recently, staff has visited a variety of local neighborhoods and spoken with multiple developers regarding
the design and construction of new local communities. We believe it is important to learn from our
previous projects but also from other similar communities. What we have heard most often is the
importance of taking time up front to fully understand the opportunities, the constraints, and the
expectations/goals of the development. We hope to focus today’'s conversation around the
expectation/goals, and determine if there is general consensus on what this project should be.

Draft Goals (for Council review)
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The Block 11 Neighborhood will be a popular affordable neighborhood where locals enjoy the community,
the setting, the amenities, and their homes. The Town intends to continue negotiations with the Summit
School District to work together on workforce and SSD employee housing on Block 11. It is our goal that
Block 11 will:

We look

provide home ownership opportunity for local workforce (80-140%AMI) where there is a
projected need for 210 homes-ideally half of the units should be priced under 100% AMI to meet
the greatest need;

include ADUs to provide additional rental inventory and rental revenue for owners;
respond to the 2023 Housing Needs Assessment findings, preferences, and recommendations;

prioritize two and three bedroom units in townhomes and duplexes to accommodate a variety of
household sizes and incomes;

include design features such as front porches and pedestrian-friendly streets to promote
community interaction;

include sufficient parking and covered or garage parking, while also ensuring easy access to
transit and bike/pedestrian trails that promote use of alternative transportation modes and
disincentivizes automobiles;

include sufficient storage to meet the needs of local residents;

demonstrate the Town’s commitment to net zero with a priority on reducing energy use and utility
costs to residents;

include a mix of townhomes, duplexes, and single family homes to provide a variety of affordable
price points- target 100 +/- units plus ADUs;

maximize the use of grants, partnerships, and a development model that reduces cost to the
Town and leverages Town resources;

include cost saving measures and efficient construction techniques to minimize the cost of
construction (panelization, modular, etc.) while focusing on materials and finishes that wear well
and reduce long term maintenance cost;

include owners/residents that represent a variety of household sizes, ages, and races that
reflects the composition of our workforce;

utilize a deed restriction that ensures long term affordability and incentivizes on-going
maintenance/upkeep; and

be constructed as soon as possible to meet the significant needs of the community while
recognizing the importance of adequate upfront planning, analysis, outreach, and input from
Council early to avoid missteps and ensure a clear path forward-anticipate vertical construction
in 2025.

forward to your comments and suggestions on these project goals and expectations.

Next Steps:

® Page 2
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As noted above we have contracted with Norris Design to assist with preliminary layout concepts. We
have attached a site configuration that indicates it is feasible to include a variety of housing types (SF
w/ADUs, Duplexes, and Townhomes) and achieve approximately 99 homes with an additional 36 ADUs.
This is a starting point and we expect to continue to work with this plan to further analyze unit sizes and
layouts, to incorporate transit and include a RV/Oversized vehicle storage, to address the 2023 Needs
Assessment findings, and to work thru civil and infrastructure layouts. We have also explored some
narrow lot single family home layouts that could be incorporated to add additional diversity and lower
price points.

See websites: Boulder Creek Neighborhoods (livebouldercreek.com) and https://northsidebv.com

We intend to schedule a follow up worksession as we move forward with site plan and floor plan concepts.

Summary:

This is the kickoff of a planning process that we anticipate will take several months, well into 2024. We
hope to schedule regular worksessions throughout the process as we start to produce a plan for this site.
We look forward to your comments on the project goals and expectations as identified above, and on this
site in general.

® Page 3
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Memo

To: Town Council

From: Julia Puester, AICP, Assistant Community Development Director
Tamara Nuzzaci Park, Breck Create President/CEO

Date: October 18 (for meeting of October 24, 2023)

Subject: Cultural Arts Vision Plan Process Proposal

At the May Town Council retreat, the Council added Riverwalk Center renovations to the
Town'’s priority list for 2024. After subsequent discussions, Council members have voiced
interest for a broader cultural arts Vision Plan which would consider the overarching
experience of arts and culture in Breckenridge and include all arts and culture organizations
serving the Town'’s residents and visitors. The Vision Plan would then be used to inform the
Riverwalk Center renovation planning efforts and support strategic planning within the
various arts organizations.

The Vision Plan is anticipated to serve as a 10-year road map to accomplish a shared vision
for the cultural and creative experience of Breckenridge while preserving the quality of life
for residents and quality of place for visitors. The development of this plan will be carried
out in an equitable manner with robust community outreach to ensure understanding of the
vision and high-level goals of our community members, local arts organizations, non-profits,
and businesses, among others.

During the Vision Plan process, the steering and visioning committees, with the chosen
consultant will look to understand the broad, inclusive community perspective, identify key
opportunities, needs and limitations, analyze facility use data and trends, and develop a
shared understanding of the business of arts and culture within the marketplace.

The proposed process is based on recent successful community plan processes including
the Destination Management Plan and SustainableBreck. The project managers for the
process are proposed to include Julia Puester, Assistant Community Development Director,
and Tamara Nuzzaci Park, Breck Create President/CEO and manager of Breckenridge’s
Certified Colorado Creative District. Having dual project oversight of the consultants will
allow for a comprehensive process that engages the whole community and takes into
consideration the Town’s many facilities and need for improvements.

To create an overall Vision Plan, it is imperative that all cultural arts organizations,
businesses and patrons are represented and there is overt engagement around social
equity interests. To achieve this, a Steering Committee is proposed and will meet for all
key steps, including the creation of goals and objectives for the Plan and selection of
consultants. A general timeline with touch points, that will be further refined by the Steering
Committee, is below for review and comment. We propose the Steering Committee include
a Town Council representative, Dave DePeters (NRO), Lucy Kay (BTO), a Breck Film
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representative, a Backstage Theater representative, Larissa O’'Neil (Breck History), young
adult community member, and art gallery owner.

In addition to the Steering Committee, we propose the formation of a Visioning Committee
for focus group meetings and one-on-one meetings with the consultants. The
representatives for this Committee could include a representative from:

Town of Breckenridge (Shannon Haynes)
Vail Resorts

Breckenridge Restaurants Association
Breckenridge Lodging Association
Breckenridge Retall

Breckenridge Social Equity Commission
Breckenridge resident

Breckenridge second homeowner
Philanthropic community member or non-profit organization
Family Intercultural & Resource Center
Mountain Dreamers

Childcare or School teacher/administrator
Colorado Mountain College student
Professional Local Artist and/or Musician
Young Adult Community Member

Proposed Timeline (to be refined by Steering Committee)

November - January: Define project goals and desired outcome
January- March 2024: Research, review process and select consultant
January - June 2024: Situation Review
e Market Analysis, Facility Usage Analysis, Patron survey and review of BTO
Resident Sentiment survey
e Community Engagement: 1:1 Interviews; Focus Groups, Community Forums, Bi-
lingual Online survey, translators in meetings
July - September 2024
¢ Vision Plan Draft review
¢ Validation Meetings
e Finalize Plan
e Town Council Approvals
October 2024-2025
e Capital Project Scenario Development (Riverwalk Center and other potential
projects resulting from Vision Plan)
e Programming Scenario Development (Individual Arts Organizations Strategic
Planning Process Commences if desired)

We will be available at the work session for questions and comments. We are seeking
Council’s direction on the following questions:

Does Council support the general direction in the goals of the Vision Plan?

Are there any changes that should be made to the process or leadership?

Are there any concerns with the proposed timeline?

What other considerations or comments does the Town Council have regarding the
Vision Plan?

PwnE
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Subject:

Date:

Project Manager:

Applicant:

Owner:

Proposal:

Address:

Legal Description:
Land Use District:
Historic District:

Site Conditions:

Adjacent Uses:

Density:

Town Council Staff Report

114 South Main Street Redevelopment
(Class A Development, De Novo Hearing; PL-2023-0077)

October 13, 2023 (for the October 24, 2023 meeting)
Sarah Crump, AICP; Planner llI

Allen-Guerra Architecture — Yves Mariethoz

Main Street Development Partners, LLC — Stuart Ratzon

The applicant proposes to demolish the existing non-historic commercial structure and
construct a new two-story building of 5,890 sq. ft., containing commercial retail and restaurant
uses.

114 S. Main Street

Lot 14, Bartlett and Shock Subdivision
19, Commercial; 1:1 FAR

Core Commercial - Character Area #6

The property is currently developed with a one story 1,746 sq. ft. non-historic commercial
structure originally constructed in the 1940s but was extensively modified and expanded in the
1970s and 80s. This one-story structure, while not completely dissimilar from historical
commercial buildings in the district, was not constructed to the same scale or design standards
as other historic commercial frontages on Main Street which were predominately two-stories.
The building is also recessed from the alignment of most storefronts on Main Street. The
property underwent a remodel in 2016 and currently has retail space, retail food and beverage,
and rear exterior food and beverage service area. Four parking spaces are currently provided
on site at the rear and accessed from Ridge Street Alley.

North: Rocky Mountain Underground (RMU) new location (commercial retail/restaurant/bar)
South: Mountain Tees [historic Finding Hardware Store] (commercial retail)

East: Ridge Street Alley ROW

West: Main Street ROW

Height (measured to the top of the parapet):

Parking:

Setbacks:

Allowed (1:1 FAR, Commercial): 6,055 sq. ft.

Proposed density: 5,890 sq. ft.

Recommended: 25’ (30’ max)

Proposed: 30’

Required: 10.29 spaces

Proposed (on-site): 8.00 spaces

To be purchased in Parking Service Area: 2.29 spaces

Required (Absolute/ Relative): (0

Proposed: Front: 0’ Rear: 41’
North: O’ South: 3.94’
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Item History

The existing commercial building had its start in the 1940s when it served as the Mountain States Telephone building.
In 1976, the small building was converted to commercial retail use when it became the Ski Stop Ski Shop, owned by
Janet O. and Henry A. Fontaine. To accommodate its new retail use, the building was extensively remodeled, and an
addition was built onto the south elevation. The renovation completely hid the telephone building's original core. Five
years later, in 1981, a 637 square-foot retail space was added to the south end of the building, expanding it to 1,746
square feet. In 2016, the existing building was remodeled by the current tenant, Rocky Mountain Underground. During
that remodel 637 sq. ft. of interior space was converted to a retail food and beverage use and ADA access was
provided. Staff and Commission determined the existing building is not historic in 2016. One year later in 2017 a
2,736 sq. ft. exterior beer garden that featured an exterior bar was approved and developed in the rear of the
property. Most recently in 2020, a small vendor cart was permitted on the property.

The application for this proposal was received March 23, 2023 and therefore must be evaluated against the code that
was enacted at that time. Newly adopted code amendments such as Policy 33R Energy Conservation and the
Renewable Energy Mitigation Program (REMP) do not apply to this application.

The Planning Commission held preliminary hearings for this project on May 16 and July 18, 2023. On September 5,
2023, the Planning Commission voted 7 to 0 to approve this project at a final hearing with a passing point analysis of
one positive (+1) point. A week later, the Town Council voted 7 to 0 to call up the Planning Commission’s approval for
a De Novo Hearing scheduled for October 24, 2023. Prior to the De Novo Hearing date, the applicant made several
changes to the stairwell, elevator, and rear entryway design to address items related to ADA compliance from the
Planning Commission imposed Findings and Conditions. Changes to the proposal since the final hearing with the
Planning Commission are listed below. Staff has met all public notice requirements and posted the property for the De
Novo Hearing.

Changes since the September 5, 2023 Planning Commission Final Hearing

The following changes are proposed to the plans since the Planning Commission approval on September 5, 2023.

Building and Form:

The interior stairwell and elevator have been redesigned to accommodate a larger elevator with side entry door
which meets Building Code requirements regarding the American National Standards for Accessible and Usable
Buildings and Facilities. This change slightly altered the amount of floor area dedicated to the different uses of
commercial retail, food and beverage, and exterior food and beverage.

Staff Comments

Land Use (Policies 2/A & 2/R): Land Use District 19 recommends primary commercial uses and secondary
residential uses. The land use will remain unchanged from the existing commercial use that features retail and major
retail food and beverage and exterior food and beverage outlets. The applicant intends to continue these uses in the
proposed building which will serve as commercial retail and retail food and beverage space.

The proposed roof-top deck will feature an exterior food and beverage use. Roof-top food and beverage decks
are not common in Breckenridge but have been permitted in the past, including Whiskey Star, 229 S. Main St.,
and the new RMU location at 112 S. Main St. Exterior food and beverage sales are exempted from the
requirement for merchandise to be confined to fully enclosed buildings.

9-7-6: EXEMPTIONS:
The following outdoor displays of merchandise shall be exempt from the provisions of this chapter:
A. Dining: Outdoor dining (when in compliance with the town's development code).

Staff has no concerns with the proposed use.
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The Social Community (24/A):

B. Historic And Conservation District: Within the conservation district, which area contains the historic district
(see special areas map) substantial compliance with both the design standards contained in the "handbook of
design standards" and all specific individual standards for the transition or character area within which the project
is located is required to promote the educational, cultural, economic and general welfare of the community
through the protection, enhancement and use of the district structures, sites and objects significant to its history,
architectural and cultural values.

Since this policy addresses the design criteria found in the Handbook of Design Standards for the Historic and
Conservation Districts along with the individual Character Areas, discussion of all applicable historic guidelines will be
reviewed here.

Architectural Compatibility:

The typical building details for the Core Commercial Character Area included large display windows at the street
level with simple smaller rectangular windows above. Historically, the upper level of a building exhibited more solid
than the typical solid-to-void ratio we see in other Districts.

Section 4.3 of the Handbook of Design Standards for the Historic and Conservation Districts describes the specific
building components found on typical historic commercial buildings found in Breckenridge. This is exhibited in the
illustration below and compared with the proposed front fagade. Note these illustrations are not drawn to the same
scale.

lllustration From 2019 Handbook Final Proposed Front Facade
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Fig 4.3.2 Typical storefront elements should be preserved.

The proposed design aligns with the typical storefront designs historically found in the Core Commercial Character
Area. The storefront windows and transom detail glazing extend to 9" above grade. Natural stained and painted wood
trim pieces surround the window and transom. Stone and metal kickplates extend from grade to approximately 2’
high. The design features a recessed commercial entry and proposes a middle belt course made of wood trim with
painted steel plate accent details. This design complies with Priority Design Standard 218 which requires maintaining
the alignment of commercial storefront building elements. This reinforces the continuity of the commercial district as
may be perceived from the pedestrian level. The second story is proposed to be grey painted 4” red cedar natural
wood lap siding with traditional windows at intervals consistent with the solid to void ratio standards recommended in
the district. There is also a clear distinction between the first and second floor as required by Priority Design
Standard 220. The front cornice comes to a center point, reminiscent but not a replication of historic structures in
the district. Staff has no concerns.

Roof top decks are not particularly common in the Conservation District, with only four noted commercial examples
existing today and one currently under construction. Roof top decks are also not specifically addressed in the
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Handbook of Design Standards and only a few Design Standards loosely relate to this type of proposal. The form and
shape section of the #6 Core Commercial Character Area of the Handbook of Design Standards, and its associated
Design Standards, listed below are the most relevant code section to review a roof-top deck proposal.

"Form and Shape

Policy:

New buildings should reinforce the perception of the historic forms and shapes of the area. In terms of building form,
the Main Street Commercial Character Area is characterized by simple rectangular shapes which present a rectangular
building profile to the street. Sloped gable roofs hidden from the street by flat parapets and false fronts are also integral
design elements along Main Street.

Design Standards:

Priority Design Standard 211. Use building forms similar to those found historically in the area.
o Use simple building forms, especially rectangular ones oriented with the narrow side parallel to the street.
o  Keep components of individual building elements in scale with those found historically.

Priority Design Standard 212. Use simple roof forms similar to those of historic buildings in the area.
e  Gable roof forms with false fronts are preferred.”

The proposed building features a rectangular shape, storefront windows, and cornice that are preferred features in the
Main Street Commercial Character Area. This building proposes a sunken deck behind the gabled cornice.
Understanding that minimizing the appearance of the deck from Main Street is preferred, the proposed deck area is
inset 16’ from the front of the building and 5’4" from the north and south to reduce the visibility of patrons. The deck is
sunken approximately 4’ providing a further reduction in visibility. To the east of the sunken deck, at the rear of the
building the roof again extends to a gable line which mimics the front cornice in slope and height. The rear gable
contains the interior stairwell and elevator shaft. Gables are a typical roof form within the historic district and this design
complies with Priority Policies 211 and 212. There are previous examples of flat roofs with decks in the Commercial
Core, including at 115 S Main Street (The Horseshoe), and 112 S Main Street (hew RMU); additionally the standard
says “preferred” and not “required”.

Past Precedent

1. Rocky Mountain Underground Roof Top Deck and Bar, PL-2021-0132, 112 S. Main St. (This project is located
in the Core Commercial Character Area and is directly to the north) The Commission found the design
complied with Design Standards 211 and 212.

2. Hilliard House, PL-2017-0297, 110 S. Ridge St. (This project is located in the South End Residential Area) A
roof top deck was approved above a portion of the connector. The deck was mostly screened from Ridge
Street by the second story of the Hilliard House. The Commission did not believe the deck affected the historic
context of the building.

3. Euro Restaurant, PL-2013-0104, 500 S. Main Street. (This project is located in the South Main Transition Area)
The design was setback 5’ from the front fagcade. The roof top seating is visible from Main Street and from the
parking lot in the rear of the building. The Commission did not believe this would have a negative effect on the
architecture of the building or the Conservation District.

4. Fatty’s Restaurant, PC#2006194, 106 South Ridge Street: (This project is located in the South End Residential
Area) The Commission was not concerned with the expansion of the rooftop deck which would bring it closer
to the street.

5. Horseshoe Il Deck Expansion (formerly “Modis”), No PC#, 115 S. Main St. (This project is located in the Core
Commercial Character Area) The Commission was most concerned about the visibility of umbrellas and sound
from outdoor speakers. Overall, the Commission found that with the deck setback 13’ from the front parapet,
visibility of the umbrellas was not a major issue.

The precedent covers a wide span of years, but all projects listed were reviewed against the Handbook of Design
Standards for the Historic and Conservation Districts which was adopted in 1992. Priority Design Standards 211 and
212 are unchanged from the Handbook’s original adoption. Based on the design of the proposal, which insets the deck
space back from the front of the building and from adjacent neighbors and features a sunken design that conceals the
deck space, Staff finds the proposed roof top deck design complies with the Handbook of Design Standards based on
past precedent.
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Priority Design Standard 88. Maintain the perceived width of nearby historic buildings in new construction.

The project lot is somewhat wider than neighboring commercial lots at 44’ but was historically platted. The
proposed building is 40’ in width and 76’ in length. Sanborn Maps of Main Street show the varying building widths
of historic buildings in this area which ranged from more narrow to broader than this proposal. Notably the
Denver Hotel, which once sat directly across Main Street from this location, was 25’ greater in width than this
proposed building with 65’ of frontage to Main Street.

The proposed building is represented below by a red square on the Sanborn map to show its width in context to
historic buildings on Main Street. The Denver Hotel was 65’ wide. The proposed structure is 40’ wide and the
proposed width complies with Priority Design Standard 88.

{ ,]ﬂ LL:{_’”;_%E ,_-_‘ e T A?,%:sé i[5 b
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Priority Design Standard 88 and its associated Figure 5.2.9 in the Handbook of Design Standards are general
design guidelines that apply to both residential and commercial new construction. More specific to this project
are the Commercial Core Character Area Standards which define appropriate building widths for commercial
store front designs.

“Store Front Design

Policy: The historically strong connection between store fronts and sidewalks should be preserved in both
rehabilitation and new construction. Split levels and blank walls that diminish the sense of pedestrian scale
should be avoided. The street floor should be predominantly glass. Upper floors should be perceived as being
more opaque than the lower floors. Store fronts were typically 25 feet wide, although fronts of greater and
lesser dimensions did occur. Historic buildings survive in widths ranging from 16 to 40 feet.” (Emphasis
Added)

With a proposed 40’ of street frontage, this building falls within the historic range of surviving street frontage
widths for historic commercial structures along Main Street. The Core Commercial Character Area also allows for
zero-foot lot line setbacks and building to the sidewalk is required by Priority Design Standard 217. Staff has no
concerns regarding the width of the proposed building.

Building Materials:

Design Standard 225 states “Maintain the present balance of building materials found in the Core Commercial
Area.” and further emphasizes:
e “Use painted wood lap siding as the primary building material. An exposed lap dimension of approximately
4 inches is appropriate. This helps establish a sense of scale for buildings similar to that found
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historically.”
o “Masonry (brick or stone) may only be considered as an accent material. Stone indigenous to the
mountains around Breckenridge may be considered.”

The project proposes 4” horizontal red cedar natural wood lap siding painted gray (proposed color: Sherwin
Williams “Ellie Gray”). Steel accents and painted red cedar wood trim (proposed color: Sherwin Williams
“Alabaster”) transect the building into three vertically oriented sections. The cornice brackets and belt course
details are made from welded steel plates with rivet accents. The material of the proposed storefront kickplate is
basalt stone with steel strapping between and the foundation as seen from the rear is masonry brick. Staff find that
the proposed materials and details comply with Design Standard 225 and have no concerns.

Windows:

Priority Design Standard 95 states “The proportions of window and door openings should be similar to historic buildings
in the area” and that ‘this is an important design standard.” Priority Design Standard 96 further emphasizes the
importance of window proportions, “Use a ratio of solid to void that is similar to those found on historic and
supporting buildings.” The importance of windows is again repeated in Priority Design Standard 222, “Maintain the
alignment of upper story windows.”

Design Standard 223 further states: “Maintain the pattern created by upper story windows.”
. “Windows of a similar size and shape to those found historically should be used, and other fagade elements
that establish the same pattern should be incorporated.”

The elevations show upper-level red cedar window frames which come to a center point on the upper frame and
accented by steel rivets on the upper-level window heads, rather than a simple rectangular frame. Similarly shaped
historic windows do exist in Town, such as the windows on the upper level of 103 N Main Street (Gold Pan Saloon)
but were not as prevalent as simple rectangular windows on upper levels of commercial buildings. Because the
proposed solid to void ratio of the first and second floor windows and the overall window shape is consistent with
these Design Standards, Staff does not have concerns about this window detail.

Ornament and Detail:

Design Standard 228 states “Use ornament and detail that will reinforce the established pedestrian character of the
area.” and additionally specifies:

. “In particular, windows, details, ornaments and cornice moldings reoccur frequently and are encouraged
to enhance visual interest.”

Wood trim accents along the cornice and belt course provide more architectural and visual interest through a
raised three-dimensional design created by layered painted wood trim pieces. Steel brackets are proposed to be
mounted perpendicular to the fagade, providing an architectural detail that can be perceived from the pedestrian-
level. This design creates a visually stimulating front fagade, unique to this structure, that still reinforces the
perception of the historic forms seen in the Core Commercial Character Area. The design does so without being
overly ornamental, which is discouraged in the Historic District and not an architectural style historically found in
Breckenridge. Staff finds this proposal meets Design Standard 228 and has no concerns.

Rear Facades:

Design Standards 231, 232, and 233 state, “rear entrances were for utilitarian use, and their design reflected this
fact.”

The rear of the proposed structure features a heated patio between the parking area and rear entryway. A lower
second patio at the main-level rear entryway is also heated. These patios are not proposed for exterior food and
beverage uses. The rear fagade of the building is proposed with 4” wood siding, also painted Sherwin Williams “Ellie
Gray.” Exterior egress stairs extend from the alley to patio to the roof top. A brick wainscoting at the foundation, natural
wood deck railing, and steel accents are proposed. The rear fagcade features fewer and smaller windows but in a
matching design to those proposed on the front second level. These design choices comply with Design Standards
231, 232, and 233 which call for a simple utilitarian character and materials for rear facades facing the alley. The two
rear patio doors are proposed to be half-light doors and have muntins similar to those of the rear windows. Staff finds
these half-light doors also meet Design Standard 231, which calls for the design to, “express the simple, utilitarian
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character of alleys in the design of rear facades.” The half-light rear doors will serve a utilitarian purpose but do not
invoke a storefront entrance. Staff has no concerns about the rear fagade.

Site Plan:

The project follows the historic settlement pattern for this block (Priority Design Standard 4). It also matches the
Town grid (Priority Design Standard 5). Staff believes that the new construction reinforces the unity of the block
(Priority Design Standard 8). The placement of the structure with a 0’ front setback at Main Street maintains the
established historic setback (Priority Design Standard 89). All parking is located at the rear of the lot. Landscaping
(Design Standard 213) has been kept to a minimum along the street edge to be harmonious with the functions of
the Core Commercial Character Area. There is no new proposed landscaping in the front. Existing trees at the street
level will be retained. Some landscaping is proposed in the rear to screen the rear patio and parking from the lot to
the south.

C. Employee Housing Impact Mitigation: 1. The purpose of this Section C is to ensure that new development or
changes in the intensity of use provide a reasonable amount of employee housing to mitigate the impact on
available employee housing caused by such development.

This application proposes 4,254 sq. ft. of retail, 724 sq. ft. of retail food and beverage (bar) area, and 1,030 sq. ft.
of exterior food and beverage. Each use has a specific multiplier to calculate employee generation based on
proposed floor area. Mitigation of 35 percent of employees generated is required. This proposal would require
employee housing mitigation for 8.0 employees if no commercial uses already existed. Credit will be given toward
employee housing impact mitigation for the existing commercial uses on site which equal 1,109 sq. ft. retail, 637
sq. ft. food and beverage, and 2,736 sq. ft. exterior food and beverage, or 8.1 employees. This creates a net
negative of employees to mitigate, and no employee housing mitigation is required.

Employee Generation

Multiplier
(employees Existing
generated Employee Proposed
per 1000 Existing Generation Proposed Employees
sq.ft.) Floor Area Credit Floor Area Generated
Retail 2.4 1,109 .9 4,254 3.6
Food and Beverage 10.2 637 2.3 724 2.6
Exterior Food and Beverage 5.1 2,736 4.9 1,030 1.8
Total 8.1 8.0

Density/Intensity (3/A & 3/R)/Mass (4/R): The building’s two levels total 5,890 square feet of density. This is below
the maximum allowed density based on commercial use for 1:1 allowed floor area ratio (FAR). Staff has no concerns
with the density for the proposed use.

Building Height (6/A & 6/R): The suggested building height for this Land Use District is two stories (26).
However, the Development Code recommends a height of 25’ for the portion of Main Street between Lincoln
and Washington Avenues where this lot is located. The Handbook of Design Standards further stipulates
building heights are limited to 30’ for the Core Commercial Character Area and Priority Design Standard 81
states “build to heights that are similar to those found historically.” A diagram under this policy elaborates that
building heights should fall within the established norm of the historic scale of the block and character area.

Priority Design Standard 219 for the Character Area states, “Maintain the similarity of historic building heights as
seen at the sidewalk edge” and “Building heights should step down to the rear of properties to retain the lower
scale that is traditional on alleys.”

Measuring from grade to the top of the front center cornice point the building measures 30’ tall. The rear gable matches the
same USGS height with the front cornice point but due to the existing grade change from the front to rear of the lot which
will remain, the rear of the building measures 26.6’. The cornice is essentially even in height at the north and south with the
existing buildings 112 S Main Street and the historic Finding Hardware Store located at 120 S Main Street creating the
appearance of an even cornice height across several lots on this block of South Main Street. Therefore, the proposed
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height of 30’ meets Priority Design Standards 81 and 219 but warrants negative five (-5) points under the Development
Code Policy 6/R.

The figure above shows the proposed height of this building in context with other buildings on the block. Staff has no
concerns with the proposed height.

Site Suitability (7/R) And Site Design (8/R): Since this proposal is in the Core Commercial Area of Town on a
previously developed lot and no significant natural features exist on the lot, there are no related portions of this
policy that are applicable to this proposal.

Placement of Structures (9/A & 9/R): As a commercial use, zero setbacks are allowed. The submitted plans show
a setback of 0” from the front property line facing Main Street, the building being attached to 112 S Main Street to the
north at approximately 0”7, a 3.94’ side setback to the south, and a 41’ rear setback.

The existing building on site currently shares its south wall with the historic Finding Hardware Store building on Lot 13
to the south. This proposal places the new structure further to the north on the site with a nearly zero setback to Lot
15. The south side setback is 3.94’ and the opening is proposed for drainage. This would expose the north rock wall
of the historic Finding Hardware Store. This positioning is similar to other buildings located in the Core Commercial
Area, having little to no side yards or a narrow side opening only on one side. The proposal maintains a strong
“puilding wall” along the sidewalk per the Core Commercial design standards, complying with Priority Design
Standard 210. Staff has no concerns with the placement of the structure.

Snow Removal and Storage (13/R): The project proposes 387 sq. ft. of snow stacking for the 1,322 sq. ft. of
proposed non-heated impervious surfaces. This equals 29 percent of the hardscape area and exceeds the
requirement of 25 percent. Staff has no concerns.

Refuse (15/R): All developments are encouraged to provide for the safe, functional, and aesthetic management of
refuse. Refuse for this development will be accommodated by an existing waste facility located across Ridge Street
Alley which will be unchanged. Staff has no concerns.

Access / Circulation (16/A & 16/R; 17/A): The site is pedestrian accessible from Main Street and from the rear
alley. Vehicular access is only from the rear parking lot off Ridge Street Alley. The opening to the alley on the south
of the lot will not be accessible by pedestrians and is for drainage. Staff has no concerns.

Parking (18/A & 18/R): Parking requirements are calculated from the floor area of proposed uses. The proposal
requires 10.29 parking spaces. Eight spaces are being proposed on-site, requiring the purchase of 2.29 spaces
from the Parking Service Area. The eight on-site parking spaces are located in the rear of the property with
access from Ridge Street Alley and screened by proposed Aspen trees from the site to the south. Section 5 of Policy
18/R allows for the provision of positive points to non-residential buildings between 2,000-10,000 square feet located
within the parking service area which provide at least two off-street parking spaces. Staff recommends positive two
(+2) points be awarded to this project under this policy for providing eight on-site parking spaces.

Open Space (21/R): Projects on Main Street within the Core Commercial area, which have a floor area ratio of
1:1, are not required to have any minimum amount of open space. Staff has no concerns.

3 x (-2/+2) A. Private Open Space:
(2) Commercial Areas: It is encouraged that all commercial (nonresidential) developments or the commercial portions
of multiuse developments contain at least fifteen percent (15%) of their gross square footage of land area in natural,
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improved or functional open space. Streets and driveways, parking lots, sidewalks, decks, planter boxes, rooftop
gardens, or small landscaping strips shall not count as open space. Where possible, open space shall be placed
adjacent to rights-of-way and other public areas.

Exception for Character Area 6 in the Conservation District: Properties within Character Area 6 (Core
Commercial) as identified in the Handbook of Design Standards for the Historic and Conservation Districts,
are allowed to be built up to the property line to match the historic development pattern and thus leave little
area for provision of open space. As such, commercial properties in Character Area 6 shall not be assessed
negative points for failing to provide at least fifteen percent (15%) open space. (Ord. 1, Series 2019) (Emphasis
Added)

Landscaping (22/A & 22/R): Requirements for any landscaping in the Core Commercial Area are minimal. Design
Standard 214 states that most plantings within the property should be native while perennial plantings may be used
as accents. There is no requirement for substantial planting in this Character Area. The applicant proposes to
maintain existing street trees along the right-of-way and a landscape buffer of Aspen trees behind the building to
provide screening from the adjacent parking lot. Staff is supportive of the landscape concept.

Drainage (27/A & 27R): Adequate drainage for the site will be handled through a French drain on the south alley
opening.

Utilities Infrastructure (26/A & 26/R; 28/A): All necessary utilities are existing and located in the adjacent rights-
of-way. Staff has no concerns.

Energy Conservation (33/R): The applicant proposes 3 EV chargers to be installed in the rear parking area for an
additional positive three (+3) points. Per State Law, HB23-1233, spaces with installed EV chargers must qualify toward
the required minimum number of parking spaces. EV chargers installed in private parking areas are controlled by the
property owner and may be used by staff or patrons and by electric vehicles or internal combustion engine vehicles at
the owner’s discretion. The proposal includes 310 sq. ft. of heated paving which warrants negative one (-1) point under
the Development Code Policy 33R as written at the time of application. The project also proposes to exceed the
energy savings of the IECC or SSBC minimum standards (whichever standard is more restrictive) by 20-29 percent.
This will require an energy audit from a certified energy firm prior to issuance of the Building Permit and warrants
positive two (+2) points for the project. The newly passed Renewable Energy Mitigation Program (REMP) does not
apply to this application which was received prior to the effective date of the REMP policy.

Exterior Loudspeakers (Policy 42A): A general concern with exterior food and beverage areas is the potential to
generate additional noise. Policy 42 addresses exterior speakers on deck or patio areas of restaurants and liquor license
establishments in an effort to minimize noise generation from outdoor seating areas. The applicants are not proposing
any exterior speakers with the current application. Understanding there may be a desire to utilize exterior loudspeakers
in the future, a separate Class D-Minor permit approval prior to the installation or use of any exterior loudspeakers on
the property is required. Additionally, the conduct of the business will be subject to the requirements of the Town’s noise
ordinance (Title 5, Chapter 8 of the Municipal Code) which is enforced by the Police Department.

POLICY 42 (ABSOLUTE) EXTERIOR LOUDSPEAKERS:

Exterior loudspeakers may only be allowed in seating areas associated with the deck or patio area of a
restaurant or liquor licensed establishment, and are not allowed on front porches or entranceways. Exterior
loudspeakers shall be located on a site so as to minimize the visibility of such speakers, and shall be affixed in such
a manner as to reduce noise intrusion on adjacent properties and to adhere to the requirements of the
Town's noise ordinance (title 5, chapter 8 of this Code). Exterior loudspeakers shall not be used for the purpose of
attracting attention to the restaurant or liquor licensed establishment where they are located. (Ord. 1, Series 2019)
(Emphasis Added).

Exterior Lighting (Section: 9-12): The applicant has submitted exterior lighting plans for the project. The property is
within Commercial Lighting Zone 1. All proposed fixtures meet the requirements of the Town’s lighting standards for
Zone 1. At this time, the applicants are not proposing seasonal bistro style lighting or other lighting associated with the
roof-top deck. Bistro lighting is permitted in outdoor dining/bar areas exclusively in Lighting Zone 1. Should it be
requested in the future, a separate permit application for bistro lighting must be submitted and reviewed against the
Town’s then current lighting code. Staff has no concerns.
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Point Analysis (Section: 9-1-17-3): Staff recommends the following point analysis as identified from relevant
sections of the Development Code and Handbook of Historic Design Standards:

Negative Points: -6

e Policy 6/R: Proposed height that is thirty feet (30’). Five feet above the recommended 25’ in this area, which
warrants negative five (-5) points.
e Policy 33/R: Negative one (-1) point for 310 sq. ft. of heated paving.

Positive Points: +7

e Policy 18/R: Positive two (+2) points for providing at least two off-street parking spaces as a non-
residential building between 2,000-10,000 square feet.

e Policy 33/R: Positive two (+2) points for exceeding the energy savings of the IECC or SSBC minimum
standards (whichever is most restrictive) by 20-29 percent.

e Policy 33/R: Positive three (+3) points for providing three installed EVSE chargers.

The proposal has been reviewed against all Design Standards from the Handbook of Design Standards and against
Design Standards for the Core Commercial Character Area. Staff finds the proposal complies with and has assigned
no negative points associated with the Design Standards. Staff finds the proposal complies with all Priority Design
Standards, particularly the following applicable Priority Design Standards: 81. Building Height, 88. Building Width,
95. Window Proportions, 210. Setbacks, 211. Building Form, 212. Roof Form, 217. Align Buildings with Sidewalk
Edge, 218. Commercial Storefronts, 219. Similar Historic Building Heights, and 220. Distinct Upper Story. The
proposal passes all Absolute Policies from the Development Code and has a passing score of positive one (+1)
point related to Relative Policies.

Staff Recommendation

The Planning Department recommends approval of the 114 South Main Street Redevelopment, PL-2023-0077,
located on Lot 14, Bartlett and Shock Subdivision, 114 South Main Street with the attached point analysis indicating
the design meets all Absolute Policies and Priority Design Standards, and has a total score of one positive (+1)
point under all Relative Policies and the written Formal Decision Document prepared by the Town Attorney which
includes the Findings and Conditions.
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De Novo Hearing Point Analysis

Project: 114 S Main Street Positive Points +7
PC# PL-2023-0077 .
Date: 10/13/2023 Negative Points -6
Staff: Sarah Crump, AICP, Planner IlI .
Total Allocation: |+1
Items left blank are either not applicable or have no commen'
Sect. Policy Range Points Comments
1/A Codes, Correlative Documents & Plat Notes Complies
2/A Land Use Guidelines Complies
2/R Land Use Guidelines - Uses 4x(-3/+2)
2/IR Land Use Guidelines - Relationship To Other Districts 2x(-2/0)
2/R Land Use Guidelines - Nuisances 3x(-2/0)
3/A Density/Intensity Complies
3/R Density/ Intensity Guidelines 5x (-2>-20)
4/R Mass 5x (-2>-20)
5/A Architectural Compatibility / Historic Priority Policies Complies
5/R Architectural Compatibility - Aesthetics 3x(-2/+2)
5/R Architectural Compatibility / Conservation District 5x(-5/0)
Architectural Compatibility H.D. / Above Ground Density 12 (-3>-18)
5/R UPA
Architectural Compatibility H.D. / Above Ground Density 10 (-3>-6)
5/R UPA
6/A Building Height Complies
6/R Relative Building Height - General Provisions 1X(-2,+2)
For all structures except Single Family and Duplex Units outsidg
the Historic District
6/R Building Height Inside H.D. - 23 feet (-1>-3)
6/R Building Height Inside H.D. - 25 feet (-1>-5) -5 Height that is five feet above 25’
6/R Building Height Outside H.D. / Stories (-5>-20)
6/R Density in roof structure 1x(+1/-1)
6/R Broken, interesting roof forms that step down at the edges 1x(+1/-1)
For all Single Family and Duplex Units outside the Conservation
District
6/R Density in roof structure 1x(+1/-1)
6/R Broken, interesting roof forms that step down at the edges 1x(+1/-1)
6/R Minimum pitch of eight in twelve (8:12) 1x(0/+1)
7/R Site and Environmental Design - General Provisions 2X(-2/+2)
7IR Site and Environmental Design / Site Design and Grading 2X(-2/+2)
7/R Site and Environmental Design / Site Buffering 4X(-2/+2)
7/IR Site and Environmental Design / Retaining Walls 2X(-2/+2)
Site and Environmental Design / Driveways and Site Circulation 4X(-21+2)
7/IR Systems
7/R Site and Environmental Design / Site Privacy 2X(-1/+1)
7IR Site and Environmental Design / Wetlands 2X(0/+2)
7/R Site and Environmental Design / Significant Natural Features 2X(-2/+2)
8/A Ridgeline and Hillside Development Complies
9/A Placement of Structures Complies
9/R Placement of Structures - Public Safety 2x(-2/+2)
9/R Placement of Structures - Adverse Effects 3x(-2/0)
9/R Placement of Structures - Public Snow Storage 4x(-2/0)
9/R Placement of Structures - Setbacks 3x(0/-3)
12/A Signs Complies
13/A Snow Removal/Storage Complies
13/R Snow Removal/Storage - Snow Storage Area 4x(-2/+2)
14/A Storage Complies
14/R Storage 2x(-2/0)
15/A Refuse Complies
15/R Refuse - Dumpster enclosure incorporated in principal structure 1x(+1)
15/R Refuse - Rehabilitated historic shed as trash enclosure 1x(+2)
15/R Refuse - Dumpster sharing with neighboring property (on site) 1x(+2)
16/A Internal Circulation Complies
16/R Internal Circulation / Accessibility 3x(-2/+2)
16/R Internal Circulation - Drive Through Operations 3x(-2/0)
17/A External Circulation Complies
18/A Parking Complies
18/R Parking - General Requirements 1x(-2/+2)
18/R Parking-Public View/Usage 2x(-2/+2)
18/R Parking - Joint Parking Facilities 1x(+1)
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18/R Parking - Common Driveways 1x(+1)
2000-10000 SF building in service area
Parking - Downtown Service Area 2x( -2+2) +2 providing at least 2 off-street parking spaces
18/R on site.
19/A Loading Complies
20/R Recreation Facilities 3x(-2/+2)
21/R Open Space - Private Open Space 3x(-2/+2)
21/R Open Space - Public Open Space 3x(0/+2)
22/A Landscaping Complies
22/R Landscaping 2x(-1/+3)
24/A Social Community Complies
24/R Social Community - Employee Housing 1x(-10/+10)
24/R Social Community - Community Need 3x(0/+2)
24/R Social Community - Social Services 4x(-2/+2)
24/R Social Community - Meeting and Conference Rooms 3x(0/+2)
24/R Social Community - Historic Preservation 3x(0/+5)
24/R Social Community - Historic Preservation/Restoration - Benefit | +3/6/9/12/15
25/R Transit Ax(-2/+2)
26/A Infrastructure Complies
26/R Infrastructure - Capital Improvements 4x(-2/+2)
27/A Drainage Complies
27/R Drainage - Municipal Drainage System 3x(0/+2)
28/A Utilities - Power lines Complies
29/A Construction Activities Complies
30/A Air Quality Complies
30/R Air Quality - wood-burning appliance in restaurant/bar -2
30/R Beyond the provisions of Policy 30/A 2x(0/+2)
31/A Water Quality Complies
31/R Water Quality - Water Criteria 3x(0/+2)
32/A Water Conservation Complies
33/R Energy Conservation - Renewable Energy Sources 3x(0/+2)
33/R Energy Conservation - Energy Conservation 3x(-2/+2)
HERS index for Residential Buildings
33/R|Obtaining a HERS index +1
1 0,
- HERS rating = 61-80 +2 +2 ggllzs rating between 20-29% above IECC
33/R|HERS rating = 41-60 +3
33/R|HERS rating = 19-40 +4
33/R|HERS rating = 1-20 +5
33/R|HERS rating = 0 +6
Commercial Buildings - % energy saved beyond the IECC minimum
standards
33/R|Savings of 10%-19% +1
33/R|Savings of 20%-29% +3
33/R|Savings of 30%-39% +4
33/R|Savings of 40%-49% +5
33/R|Savings of 50%-59% +6
33/R|Savings of 60%-69% +7
33/R|Savings of 70%-79% +8
33/R|Savings of 80% + +9
33/R|Heated driveway, sidewalk, plaza, etc. 1X(-3/0) -1 310 SF of heated patio
Outdoor commercial or common space residential gas fireplace 1X
- (-1/0)
33/R|(per fireplace)
33/R|Large Outdoor Water Feature 1X(-1/0)
Other Design Feature 1X(-2/+2) +3 Three installed EV chargers
34/A Hazardous Conditions Complies
34/R Hazardous Conditions - Floodway Improvements 3x(0/+2)
35/A Subdivision Complies
36/A Temporary Structures Complies
37/A Special Areas Complies
37/R Community Entrance 4x(-2/0)
37/R Individual Sites 3x(-2/+2)
37/R Blue River 2x(0/+2)
37R Cucumber Gulch/Setbacks 2x(0/+2)
37R Cucumber Gulch/Impervious Surfaces 1x(0/-2)
38/A Home Occupation Complies
39/A Master Plan Complies
40/A Chalet House Complies
41/A Satellite Earth Station Antennas Complies
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42/A Exterior Loudspeakers Complies
43/A Public Art Complies
43/R Public Art 1x(0/+1)
44/A Radio Broadcasts Complies
45/A Special Commercial Events Complies
46/A Exterior Lighting Complies
47/A Fences, Gates And Gateway Entrance Monuments Complies
48/A Voluntary Defensible Space Complies
49/A Vendor Carts Complies
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DECONSTRUCTION NOTES

. GC TO BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL DECONSTRUCTION METHODOLOGY, SEQUENCING, MATERIALS
HANDLING, AND ASSOCIATED REMOVAL PROCEDURES.

2. IF REQUIRED, GC TO ENGAGE PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER TO SURVEY CONDITION OF EXISTING
BUILDING(S), TO DETERMINE WHETHER REMOVING ANY ELEMENT MIGHT RESULT IN STRUCTURAL
DEFICIENCY OR UNPLANNED COLLAPSE OF ANY PORTION OF THE STRUCTURE(S), ¢/OR ADJACENT
STRUCTURES, DURING DECONSTRUCTION OPERATIONS.

3. GC TO VERIFY THE PRESENCE, OR LACK THEREOF, OF ASBESTOS, LEAD PAINT, AND ANY OTHER
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS IN THE EXISTING STRUCTURE(S). IN THE EVENT THAT THESE MATERIALS
ARE DISCOVERED, GC TO FOLLOW ALL RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF
PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT IN REGARDS TO THE REMOVAL AND DISPOSAL OF THESE
MATERIALS.

4. GC TO FOLLOW ALL STATE AND TOWN STANDARDS AND REGULATIONS IN REGARDS TO THE
DEMOLITION OF THE STRUCTURE(S), AND LEGALLY DISPOSE OF ALL DEMOLISHED ITEMS AND
MATERIALS.

5. GC TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE SECURITY AND CLEANLINESS TO ENSURE PUBLIC SAFETY DURING
AND FOLLOWING DECONSTRUCTION.

6. GC TO LOCATE, IDENTIFY, DISCONNECT, AND SEAL OR CAP-OFF ALL EXISTING UTILITY SERVICES
AND MECHANICAL/ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS.

7. GC TO RECYCLE SALVAGEABLE MATERIALS, AS MUCH AS POSSIBLE.
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~ NERRE | 10 BE REMOVED | r - - ——————— -7 I Bt REMOVED !
EXIST WATER METER, T - - T e T T — | COMPLETELY Q
o =24 | COMPLETELY TO BE REMOVED I I ~ | 3 |
S| | | EXISTING EXPOSED I I 0
N Al = | | EXIST SIGN ¢ SUPPORT, | | CONC FOOTINGS, | —&g N
20 TO BE REMOVED | L TO BE REMOVED | 1) S 2
B | | CcomPLETELY . T — | - =
SR | - COMPLETELY I o | =
| | EXISTING CINDERBLOCK STING CONC. PAD | Al o™
=)l L BUILDING, TO BE | i eeovin | S
I L= :I'J'I REMOVED COMPLETELY, | ] COMPLETELY I | - l 1
I T o INCLUDING FOUNDATION F———— I -
N = | | o |
: — | | | -
S R i o7 14 3 ' | |
1 , I 14 SOUTH MAIN STREET c———-———1
1|— —TI' REMOVED COMPLETELY | 0. 139 ACRES (6.057 5F) |
| _ — — — — - .
| [ | ! |
|I
| Il | I
| I I 5 89°2019" W 137.00 — e — _ _
' EXISTING ADJACENT BUILDING EXISTING UTILITY PEDESTAL
BOXES, TO BE REMOVED,
PER NOTES ABOVE | |
[}
| | |
I
[}
LOT 13
I | |
| | I
l \
|
—————— i I
| I
I
| LOT 12 l
|
/1 DECONSTRUCTION PLAN )
DI | T 4 77777777
. T oo

NORTH O 1o 2o
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2\ PROPOSED STREET ELEVATION

Al .l

SCALE:  NTS

EXIST STN PAVING
AREA, TO REMAIN

EXIST ELEC PED ~)
BOX, TO REMAIN ——_|

|
EXIST IRRIGATION \"II,_
BOX, TO REMAIN
EXIST LIGHT POLE,
TO REMAIN

~
EXIST PHONE —
MANHOLE,
TO REMAIN

IS

EXIST TREE AT STREET,
TO REMAIN, TYP ———|

476

MAIN
STREET
O

EXIST CONC DRAIN
PAN, TO REMAIN ———)

ROGF

EXIST CONC CURB ¢
GUTTER, TO REMAIN

fFnn ™
| o DRYWELL

EXTERIOR HEATED PAVING AREA

0.30'

9.475

ALIGN

L LAYOUT
b POINT

N 00°39'40" W

g :
=

PROP

S 44.21
o

(Y =
=

476.45'

NT
IBI

N
~
(x_\

]

SIDE SETBACK

EXISTING ADJACENT BUILDING

N 89°20'| 9" F

LOT 14
| 14 SOUTH MAIN STREET
0.139 ACRES (6,057 SF)

PROPOSED NEW STRUCTURE

TOP OF SUBFLR AT ROOFTOFP: 9,496.25'

TOP OF SUBFLR AT MAIN: 9,487.25'
TOP OF SLAB AT LOWER: 9,476.25'
(=ARCH EL 100-0")

LOWER EAST ENTRY PATIO 375
MAIN EAST ENTRY PATIO O
TOTAL 375 SF

RIDGE HEIGHT CALCULATIONS

SIDE SETBACK

EXISTING ADJACENT BUILDING

PROP FRENCH
DRAIN WITH GRAVEL
TO DRYWELL PER
CIVIL ENGINEER

LOT 15

|37.00

EXISTING CONCRETE
RETAINING WALL |

PROPOSED CONCRETE RETAINING
AND SCREENING WALL

| |
(3)PROFPOSED EV CHARGING STATIONS;

/ EXACT LOCATION TBD

9.480

MAIN PATIO; \_

WATERPROOF
FLAGSTONE
&7.19

N

V4
n O
PROP S Q
DOWNSPOUT Qr?ROPOSED ASPHALT = (9)[0
PROP O PARKING AREA )
FLGSTN (&) TANDEM SPACES 5
HTD STAIR: 9,X | & EACH _lfl)
OWER PATIO: (+—T.0W. 88.25
FROP HEATED - Lo e
nh  DRYWELL /4 B.O.W. @
N FLAGSTONE PARKING 85.25
o 76.25' /
L Y ) N 0 S~ — e
. . . . . . . [T
< DN YA . '
LD A
R | L (VIF) AR
7 /e‘ | S et A 2 SRITODOLE 2 OROOOBLNNN 9.486
s Y I T2 TN

PROPOSED LANDSCAFE AREA
WITH (2) PINE TREES

LOT 13

LOT 12
SNOW STACK AREA CALCULATIONS
PAVED PARKING AREA INCLUDING 5'-O" SETBACK 1,322
SNOWSTACK AREA [ il il iniiid 387
SNOWSTACK PERCENTAGE OF PAVED AREA 29%

RIDGE POINT EXIST GRADE PROP FIN GRADE MEASURED FROM ROOF ELEVATION CALCULATION HEIGHT
A 9,479.6 2.,479.6' EXISTING GRADE 92.506,25 92.506.25' - 9,479.6 26.6'
B 9'476.25' 2,476.25' EXISTING GRADE 9,506.25 9,506.25-9,476.25' 30.0"

(4) PROPOSED ASPEN TREES
(3) PROPOSED SHRUBS

|
PROPOSED CONCRETE RETAINING
AND SCREENING WALL

|

l

|

71\ PROPOSED SITE PLAN & LANDSCAPE PLAN

(MO 02)

ATV

EXISTING CONCRETE
DRAINAGE PAN AT
ALLEY, TO REMAIN

5' OFFSET FROM
PROPERTY LINE
FOR PARKING

EXISTING
DUMPSTER AND
RECYCLE BINS

Al .l

SCALE:  |"= 10-0"

NORTH

0.ecl°

2 P

PLAN
NORTH

| W22
7 222227

10
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HISTORIC vs. DEVELOPED STORM RUNOFF

ALRPINE

WaEl

34510 HWY 6 / UNIT A9 /PO BOX 97
EDWARDS CO 81632 / 970.926.3373
WWW.ALPINECIVIL.COM

ENGINEERING INC.

STUDY HISTORIC DEVELOPED
POINT
10 YEAR 25 YEAR | 100 YEAR 10 YEAR 25 YEAR | 100 YEAR
(cfs) (cfs) (cfs) (cfs) (cfs) (cfs)

0.00 0.00 0.05 0.15 0.21 0.32

Total Area= 0.139 AC
Impervious ( Roofs/Paving) = 0.065AC + 0.052 AC=0.117 AC
Grass open space (fai) =0.022 AC

FABRIC THAT ALLOWS INFILTRATION)

S——— R
LOT 16 |
| DETAIN ONSITE:
100 YEAR STORM- DEVELOPED - HISTORIC = 0.27 CFS.
_ - o e e e e — e —— e —— TIMe OF CONCENTRATION=0.1 HR (6 MIN.)
. - = - = VOLUME TO DETAIN =97 CUFT
3100 SQFT TO REAR DRYWELL (83% DETAINED VOLUME= 81 CUFT)
|
| 660 SQFT TO SIDE INFILTRATION TRENCH (17% DETAINED VOLUME= 16 CUFT)
|
I | .
| SEE SHEET C2.0 FOR SOILS |_
| O
| ' ANALYSIS, TR—55 RUNOFF 0)
| CALCULATIONS AND O Z
I LOT 15 81 CUF'{ ;?EQUIRED I I INFILTRATION CHAMBER <]:
PLACE (1) STORMTECH SC—740 CHAMBER WITH -
' [ CAd d o or AL UNDER CHABR | DETAILS |
AND 6" GRAVEL ABOVE CHAMBER. I | l |
SEE DETAILS. D_
EACH CHAMBER WITH 6" GRAVEL (40% I O
STORMTECH CHAMBER WITH END CAPS POROSITY) CAN CONTAIN 75 CUFT WITHOUT END
FINISH GRADE= 76.25' CAP VOLUME |
| TOP OF CHAMBER =74.75' (18" COVER) EXISTING CONCRETE — D
BOTTOM OF CHAMBER (30" TALL)= 72.25' RETAINING WALL I | I
EXIST STN PAVING l BOTTOM OF GRAVEL (5 )= 71.75 PROPOSED CONCRETE RETAINING | <
AND SCREENING WALL D:
AT oIDE SETBACK (3)PROPOSED EV CHARGING STATIONS: l O
ngxﬁ T%EEEKAEB N f EXACT LOCATION TBD ’ | Z <[
k) x
Cm 550 —
e 10 e % 3 EXISTING ADJACENTBUILDING _______ e _ | N —
ST LGET POLE ftL _______ NORTH BUILDING GUTTER | MAIN PATIO:; . TOow.8825+") | 7 - s . | :C —
TO REMAIN ’ NN B yPYC 0 SUTTER - e ——<B.OW. @ ) (1) 4 }—EXISTING CONCRETE N
I R<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>